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In this publication, we attempt to review the historical development of 
South Dakota communities in the perspective of community change as it 
occurred in the United States resulting from several important societal 
factors. We emphasize that while societal influences continue to operate, 
forcing adjustment at the local level, additional factors are stimulating 
further adjustment today. Data are presented concerning these factors for 
the 1940-1960 period. 
Communities continue to grow and decline depending upon how they are 
able to adjust to rapidly changing conditions. Tables are presented in the 
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South Dakota communities have been under­
going many and relatively rapid changes for the 
past several years. Technological changes in agri­
culture have resulted in significant shifts in popu­
lation, income distribution, and economic oppor­
tunities. Relatively low income, lack of job 
opportunities, outmigration of people, lack of 
industry, and an inadequate tax base in relation to 
public services demanded, constitute some of the 
problems which are greatly affecting the lives of 
the people in their local communities. 
Settlement patterns developed in the 19th 
century were consistent with the transportation, 
communication, and social requirements of that 
time. However, tremendous changes have taken 
place in technology, transportation, and commu­
nication which affect the lives of persons living in 
our contemporary society. It is becoming increas­
ingly evident that the systems of community 
organization which have existed in the past are no 
longer adequate to meet present day needs. 
Research projects by rural sociologists and 
others indicate people of South Dakota have 
experienced the effects of changes taking place in 
their local community. Knowing that communities 
are changing is not sufficient. We need to know 
why these changes are taking place, the result of 
these changes, and the kinds of adjustments needed 
to build communities which will be adequate in the 
future. 
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this study was to identify factors 
associated with growth and decline of incorporated 
places (i.e. small towns and cities) in South 
Dakota. This purpose or objective is part of a 
broader focus concerning the growth and decline 
of incorporated places in South Dakota. The 
Department of Rural Sociology currently has three 
objectives in its communities research program: 1) 
to identify factors associated with population 
change in communities, 2) to determine the results 
of such change, and 3) to identify the kinds of 
adjustments needed to build communities which 
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can grow and prosper in a constantly changing 
society. 
For example, while the general population trend 
for small towns is toward population decline, many 
small towns are growing. If we are to determine the 
kinds of adjustments needed to build communities 
for the future, we must first identify those factors 
associated with growth. Then our task is to 
measure the results or effects which such patterns 
of change have on the growing and declining 
community. 
Social change is rapid and continuous, yet much 
of our current thinking concerning communities 
and their prospects for the future is confined to a 
traditional agrarian image. Clearly, the social and 
economic relationships between the agricultural 
trade center and surrounding farm areas as 
depicted by Galpin and others have been super­
seded) Social and economic ties now link the 
inhabitants of communities and surrounding areas 
to a larger sphere of social action. Modifications in 
the trade center-farm relationship arising from an 
enlargement in farm operations, increased mechani­
zation, specialization, and fewer farms, plus a 
larger se lection of consumer products-have 
drastically altered the social and economic posture 
of many trade center communities. 
If a community in such a relationship were 
com plet el y de pendent upon agriculture for 
economic support, we might expect it to decline, 
considering the many changes in farm operations. 
Documentary films and magazine articles con­
cernin g agricultural communities depict this 
general situation. But little evidence has been 
presented to date to account for the factors 
associated with growth of many small towns in an 
agricultural area such as South Dakota. 
Part of the reason for misconceptions con­
cerning rural communities and the assumption that 
all small communities are declining comes from the 
traditional picture of the agricultural community. 
In the past, visitors to the countryside had little 
difficulty in identifying a rural community. It was 
1c. J. Galpin, The Social Anatomy of an Agricultural Community, 
Wisconsin Agricultural Experiment Station, Madison, Bulletin No. 
34, May 1915. 
a trade center established to serve the farm popu­
lation in the immediate area. This orientation to 
agriculture could be seen in the dress of the local 
residents, their conversation, and social activities. 
Small retail businesses such as grocery stores, gas 
stations, feed and seed stores, a blacksmith shop or 
an implement repair shop, and perhaps a weekly 
newspaper office dotted the main street. 
Today, however, in many instances, visual 
identification of a community as rural or agri­
culturally oriented may not be possible. Individual 
behavior, manner of dress, and social participation 
have become less distinguishable as character­
istically rural. Storefronts have been replaced or 
modernized, small retail dealerships have been re­
placed by larger chain stores, discount houses, and 
perhaps a national catalog order outlet. Agriculture 
as a way of life has given way to agriculture as a 
business. Finally, local residents are oriented, in 
many instances, more toward the larger society 
than toward their residential community. 
Nature and Scope of 
Present Investigation 
Previous work on South Dakota small towns by 
Douglas Chittick has considered a number of 
factors influencing change in agricultural trade 
centers in the state from 1901 to 1950.2 The 
present investigation complements his work, up­
dates the population data, and supplements his 
work in areas in which additional factors affecting 
small town growth and decline have come to the 
forefront during the 1940 to 19 60 period. 
The first section considers, in terms of a histor­
ical development, universal factors influencing 
small town change. In this respect societal change 
is developed around the perspective of the indi­
vidual community as well as around societal change 
factors which influence the growth and decline of 
small towns in general. 
In the second section, attention is given to 
factors associated with population change during 
the 1940-1960 period. Specific reference will be 
made to size of place, location, previous growth 
experience, and county seat status as factors 
associated with growth or decline. South Dakota's 
25 cities are added to the analysis so that a com­
parison might be made between small towns and 
cities. 
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Definition of Terms 
Size of Place. South Dakota towns and cities 
have been grouped for analysis by population base 
in the following manner: under 500, 500-999, 
1,000 to 2,499, and 2,500 or more. Small towns 
have been separated into two categories for dis­
cussion purposes. Large places are considered to be 
towns which have between 1,000 and 2,499 
residents. Small places are defined as towns which 
have less than 1,000 residents. Cities are defined as 
having a population 2,500 or greater. 
Growth and Decline. Towns and cities which 
have witnessed population growth for a 10-year 
period, such as 1940-1950 and 1950-1960, are con­
sidered as growing places. Declining places are 
towns or cities which have witnessed population 
decline during 1940-1950 and/or 1950-1960. 
Incorporated Places. All data for the present 
investigation are taken from the United States 
Census. Only incorporated places are considered.J 
Small towns are defined here as any incorporated 
place in which the population residing in the town 
does not exceed 2,500. This figure is the tradi­
tional population figure utilized by the Bureau of 
Census in defining rural and urban places. Cities are 
defined as any place whose population exceeds 
2,500. The distribution of small towns and cities 
by size category, urban and rural, is found in table 
1 on page 14. 
Societal Change Affecting 
Small Town Change4 
Several writers in their research on small towns 
have alluded to the many advantages, in addition 
to population growth, for small towns being 
located near a metropolitan center.5 Community 
2Douglas Chittick, Growth and Decline of South Dakota Trade Centers 1901-51, Rural Sociology Department, Agricultural Experi­ment Station, South Dakota State University, Brookings, Bulletin 448, May 1955. 
3 Appreciation is expressed to Glenn V. Fuguitt, Department of Rural Sociology, University of Wisconsin, for providing much of the data utilized in this report. The South Dakota data were prepared as part of a regional and national study of small towns under the supervision of Dr. Fuguitt. 
4This section is a revised and condensed version of a larger dis­cussion which orginally appeared in Donald R. Field's, "The Impact of Employment Alternatives on a Growing Rural Community," unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, 1968. 
50tis Dudley Duncan and Albert J. Reiss, Jr., Social Character­istics of Urban and Rural Communities, 1950, John Wiley and Sons, Inc., New York, 1956. 
researchers, however, have by and large neglected 
this area of research when describing the social and 
economic organization of rural communities. 
Location near a metropolitan center is but one of 
the more dominant factors emerging in importance 
as a determinant of small town growth and decline. 
Size of place and previous growth experience would be two additional factors considered in this 
category. 
The growth and decline of a small rural 
community in an urban society today depends 
upon the ability of the community (inhabitants) to 
adjust to the changing conditions of that society. 
But from a historical perspective, there are certain 
commonalit ies between growing, stable, and declining rural communities. The purpose of the 
present section is to discuss the conditions and 
factors influencing change in all small towns. 
Particular emphasis will be given to the agricultural trade center by identifying factors which are 
instrumental in the growth of some at the expense 
of others. 
Between 1950 and 1960 approximately 28% of 
the communities between 1,000-2 ,499 population 
and classified as rural by the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census declined.6 It is likely that a greater pro­
portion of rural communities under 1,000 declined 
over the same period. This might be expected if we 
examine the nature of the rural community and its 
original function. But to interpret the decline of 
rural communities as indicative only of a trend 
away from living in small towns is not an accurate 
assessment of population movement in the United 
States. 7 Many rural communities are declining 
?ec��se their economic existence is no longer JUst1f1ed. The small community established as a 
service center for the surrounding farm population 
is, in most cases, declining. Other small commu­
nites, which have been able, because of their ad­
vantageous location, to attract urban migrants and supplement existing employment opportunities 
with other opportunities, have not declined. 
It is asserted that one of the major differences 
between a modern rural community and its count­
erpart of the past is the diversity of employment 
op port unities  ava ilable to residents of the 
community ( especially in those small communities 
which have experienced growth). The function of 
the rural trade center dictated the employment 
structure of the community. Employment was in a 
sense constant.8 The vast majority of inhabitants 
were classified in the service-trade occupations as 
sales, clerical and kindred workers, or managers 
and proprietors. Today, the variety of employment 
opportunities greatly influences the direction in 
which a community will change. In short, although 
not solely responsible, employment opportunities 
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are an important variable in the growth and decline 
of small rural communities. 
Societal Change in Relation 
to Societal Factors 
The transformation of a rural trade center 
community from an isolated service center to a 
community interrelated with other communities in 
an urban society can be traced to numerous 
societal factors. Such factors are: the development 
of a transportation network, urbanization and 
industrialization, mechanization in agriculture, population redistribution, institutional reorgani­
zation, and diminishing local control. 
These societal changes have worked to minimize 
the differences between "rural" and "urban" 
society in the United States. The countryside is no 
longer relatively isolated from the rest of society, 
?ut is an integral part of a total society which mc.ludes both urban and rural traits in its popu­lation, regardless of geographical residence. The 
society is increasingly interrelated; urban problems 
have their relevance for rural areas and, of course, 
the opposite is also true. 
Transportation 
Many articles have appeared throughout the 
years in which authors have discussed the factors 
associated with trade center growth or decline. One such article is by Carle Zimmerman.9 In his 
bulletin, he describes the structure and facilites of 
small towns and examines the influences of 
modern transportation facilities upon these 
centers. At the time Zimmerman prepared his pub­
lication on small towns ( 19 30), the question of the 
survival of that unit in reference to larger places 
was not of immediate concern. He assumed the 
trade center would be an important type of 
community for years to come. He was concerned 
instead, with the adjustment taking place in small 
towns as they began to compete with each other 
6From unpublished data compiled by G. V. Fuguitt as a part of his current research in small town population change. 
7Kingsley Davis, "The Origin and Growth of Urbanization in the World," American Journal of Sociology, 60 (March 1955), pp. 427�43:, and Jack_ P. Gibbs, "The Evolution of Population Concen­tration, Economic Geography, 39 (April 196 3), pp. 1 19- 129. F. I. �asser �nd D. C. Stroud, "The Metropolitan Village," Town Plann­ing Review, 36 (July 1965), pp. 1 1 1- 124. 
8Ray E. Wakeley, The Communities of Schuyler County, New York, 1927, Cornell University Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 524, Ithaca, 19 31. 
9carle C. Zimmerman, Farm Trade Centers in Minnesota 1905-29 Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 269 St. Paul 19 30. ' ' 
for village and farm business. In short, he was 
interested in the growth and decline of centers as 
they were or were not able to provide goods and 
services needed. 
Commercialization in agriculture was emerging. 
Small towns which provided complete services or 
"multifunctions" would grow at the expense of the single function hamlets and neighborhoods. He 
states of towns that were growing: 
All these communities have passed the minimum 
sizes i n  business organization necessary for 
supporting most of the services essential to a 
commercialized agriculture as it is organized at the 
presen,t.10 
The key variable in Zimmerman's analysis was 
the transportation system. He states, 
Transportation made the present system of social 
organization possible. Merchandising and its s�tel-
lites, such as advertising, services offered, prices 
offered, performed a good share of the active 
functions in the selection and development of the 
major trading centers.11 
Change in transportation facilities was one of 
the first societal factors that affected the growth or 
de  dine of small towns. The impression one 
received from Zimmerman is that improved trans­
portation facilities and a growing commercial attitude among farm operators occurred at about 
the same time. The construction of new and im­
proved roads linking towns together had a pro­
found effect on small town growth. As trans­portation improved, trade centers were 'able to 
exert an influence over a wider area. We might 
label this "rural trade center dominance." As one 
community became dominant, other rural com­
munities in the immediate environs lost their 
function and declined.12 As Zimmen,nan notes, 
farmers tended to trade predominatly at one 
center, usually the closest, by sheer necessity. But 
when better roads were constructed in the rural 
area, farmers often traded in several centers, de­
pending upon goods desired and variety of goods 
available. The problem facing the trade center was 
apparent. It had to attract customers from a larger 
trade area. Zimmerman notes, 
Families that once lived in the area of one or two 
centers were thrown into the area of several 
dozens of centers. An increase in the possibilities 
of travel to the trade center from 4 to 15 miles 
increased the area of the trade community from 
50 square miles to 706 square miles.13 
As one might expect, the communities to be 
affected first by an improved transeortation 
system were those which were not locatea upon a 
transportation route. These towns were under 500 
in population and included many neighbor­
hoods.1 4 Whereas physical and social isolation 
preserved these very small hamlets, a developing 
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road and rail system reduced the need for their 
existence. 
Several points can be made about the surviving 
trade centers. They were larger and fewer in num­
ber. The complexity of trade centers increased. 
The concentration of services in these centers 
al lowed the a ddition of further specialized 
services.15 The larger centers (primarily over 
1,000) prospered as centralization of function 
occurred. According to Zimmerman: 
Appearing trade centers are those that have de­
veloped to meet the needs of agriculture and of 
local community life and those that have develop­
ed as the population bases of certain new in­
dustries and needs. 16 
The growth and decline of agricultural trade centers in South Dakota parallels the trends 
identified by Lively and Zimmerman in Minnesota. 
Settlement of farm land in this section of the 
country took place as part of the western migra­tion. The eastern half of the state was settled by 
homesteaders ahead of the western half partly 
because of soil and climate features. Chittick 
attributes rural settlement in this area in part to 
inadequate transportation. 1 7 According to the 
author: 
Before the railroads, eastern South Dakota was 
settled almost entirely by rural farm population 
served by numerous hamlets and small villages. 
This scattered pattern of small trade centers was 
based largely on short distances, limited to ox or 
horse drawn conveyances, between towns.18 
The rise of numerous trade centers can be 
attributed to the nature of farming. Chittick notes, 
"Agricultural methods and transportation facilities at the time required numerous small trade centers 
to service the unprecedented number of home­
steaders." 
lOibid. , p. 43. 
1 1Ibid., p. 37. 
12Dominance of a small community over other small communities 
in an immediate area is contained in the assumptions and theory of 
urban dominance and central place theory. But little attempt has 
been made to apply these theories to the decline of small hamlets, 
neighborhoods, and small villages as transportation facilities began 
to develop in the rural area. 
13zimmerman, op. cit., p. 37. 
14c. E. Lively, Growth and Decline of Farm Trade Centers in Minnesota 1905-19 30, Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station 
Bulletin 287, St. Paul, 1932, p. 14. 
15zirnmerman, op. cit., p. 34. 
l6zimmerman, op. cit., p. 32. 
17Douglas Chittick, Growth and Decline of South Dakota Trade Centers 1901-1951, South Dakota State Agricultural Experiment 
Station Bulletin 448, Brookings, 1955. 
18Ibid., p. 14. 
Settlement in western South Dakota was en­
couraged by the construction of bridges across the 
Missouri River and the subsequent rise in amount 
of rail connections between sections of the state. 
Paul Landis , writing about South Dakota in 1933, 
acknowledged the importance of transportation as 
a means of settlement and then later as a means of 
adjustment. 1 9 Like Lively, Landis placed heavy 
emphasis upon transportation as a crucial factor in 
the early growth and decline of trade centers. Unlike the previous writers , however, he attempted 
to illustrate , in more detail, the impact of a com­
bination of factors on trade centers. He also noted 
the importance of such additional factors as the 
realignment of rural post offices and population 
redistribution. 
Transportation facilities had become well estab­
lished in South Dakota by the 1930's. The move­
ment of people from open country to larger trade 
centers and cities represents one important result 
of the development of transportation. The corre­
sponding impact upon the smaller trade centers is 
obvious. One conclusion reached by Landis con­
cerned the future of the local trade center. The 
author concluded that community survival is an 
economic and social problem for the farmers to 
solve.2 0  The loss of the merchandising and market­
ing function and a religious or educational function 
would, of course, be fatal to a small community. 
It is interesting to note the compounding nature 
of the various factors upon trade center growth 
and decline. Competition and distance are key 
factors identified by Landis in trade center sur­
vival. Distance could here be defined in both a 
physical and a time dimension. 
Trade centers could be affected by competition 
if the travel time between centers were reduced as 
well as by the actual physical distance between 
centers. Such may have been the case as trans­
portation improved. Landis notes that prior to 
1900 many trade centers were located in close 
proximity and a lack in the means of travel be­
tween centers insured survival.2 1 
Competition was thus minimal for many items. 
The rise of rail transportation after 19 00 increased 
the probability of competition from trade centers 
located on these routes. The period from 1900 to 
19 20 also witnessed the growing use of the auto­
mobile as a means of transporting products to 
markets and families to various trade centers for 
shopping purposes. Accordingly, Landis notes this 
same period as the one of greatest adjustments for the appearance and disappearance of trade center 
communities.2 2 
He notes the similar time perspective of drastic 
change in his Washington study of small towns.2 3 
The decline of the hamlet and small trade center in 
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Washington occurred between 1900 and 1910.24 
During this period, 21 0 places disappeared.25 The 
importance of transportation on this change is also 
noted. The location of small towns near waterways 
or at the junction of two rivers greatly facilitated 
early trade center growth. Subsequen rail and road 
development had additional influences on growing 
and declining centers. According to the author, the 
relative influence of each means of travel in 
Washington corresponded to that found in his 
work in South Dakota (i.e. , the growth of rail 
transportation 1900 to 191 5 ,  and the increased use 
of the automobile around 191 5). 
Lively, in his discussion , notes 191 5 as an im­
portant time when many small trade centers de­
clined and again according to Landis, 80% of grow­
ing trade centers had access to the railroad during 
this time.2 6 Maintaining this connection through 
1930 helped stimulate growth. Only 10% of those 
trade centers which were located on a railroad de­
clined during this period.2 7 This is similar to the 
finding presented earlier. 
Several factors operated simultaneously to affect 
the small town during the same period. About 
191 5 ,  there were thousands of small post offices in 
rural settlements. But the number of post offices 
decreased accelerating decline in many com­
munities which depended heavily upon this service. 
Likewise , rural out-migration and the processes of urbanization and industrialization began to in­
fluence patterns of growth and decline of trade 
centers in the rural area. As would be expected, 
small trade centers more distant from larger trade 
centers and cities declined first. The importance of 
a rural population to a trade center is noted by 
Landis: 
South Dakota towns are for the most part trading 
points for a rural population surrounding them. 
Take away the rural population and the greater 
number of them will disappear ; increase the rural 
population and they will prosper and perhaps even 
19Paul Landis, The Grow th and Decline of South Dakota Trade Centers 1901-1933, South Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station 
Bulletin 279, Brookings, 1933. 
20Ibid. , p. 4. 
21Ibid. , p. 20. 
22Ibid. , p. 23. 
23Paul H. Landis, Washington Farm Trade Centers 1900-1935, 
Washington Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 360, Pullman, 
1938. 
24Ibid. , p. 8. 
25Ibid. , p. 22. 
26Paul H. Landis, op. cit. , p. 27, The Growth and Decline of South Dakota Trade Centers 1901-1933. C. E. Lively, op. cit. , p. 27. 
27 Ibid. , p. 28. 
increase in numbers. Tributary population is 
probably the greatest single factor in the success or 
failure in the growth of a town. 28 
Commercia l ization in Agriculture 
With regard to commercialization in agriculture and the reorganization of trade centers, a similar 
point cart be made. Improved transportation, as 
noted by Zimmerman and others , enhanced farm 
commercialization. Prior to the development of an 
adequate transportation system, farms were pri­
marily small, were based upon subsistence, and 
were selfsupp�rting. Th�_ movement of products 
was limited to the -locaf market and was directed 
toward providing a relatively, few items which 
could not be produced on the farm. 
F arm mechanization and commercialization 
represents not only a change from animal power to 
various forms of mechanical or electric power, but 
also a change in the attitudes toward farming by 
the  individual operator. Mechanization began 
slowly during the 1920's and advanced tremen­
dously prior to and during World War II.2 9  
The impact o f  farm mechanization upon the 
growth and decline of the trade center community 
can best be described in terms of the impact upon 
the farm operation itself. The relationship between 
farm an d t rade center has previously been 
established. Therefore, we would expect that any 
change in the farm operation as it affects the farm 
population would have a corresponding effect 
upon the community. 
As farmers turned more toward machinery for 
farm work, the additional costs required a large 
operation to compensate for the overall invest­
ment. Subsequently, farms became larger. For the 
community, this meant fewer farm families were 
living in a given trade area. 
Mechanization reduced the need for extensive 
use of hired labor on the farm. Machines replaced 
men in many jobs .3 0 No one has attempted to 
relate what effect the reduction of farm labor had 
upon the amount of trade in the local community. 
However, it is reasonable to suppose that it did 
have some effect on the volume of business for 
local retail merchants. 
The capital outlay required for farm mechani­
zation discouraged many farmers from continuing 
in farming , especially the operators of smaller land 
holdings. The number of tenant farmers decreased. 
In addition , the opportunities for farm youth to 
enter farming diminished , leading to the out­
migration of many of the younger rural residents. The capital outlay for mechanization not only 
encouraged commercialization but helped trans­
form the farmer from a "generalist" producing a 
little of everything to a "specialist" interested in 
producing a few commodities for market. 
1 0  
C. E. Lively supports the work of Zimmerman in 
his discussion of the small town.3 1 He notes the 
change in small towns as a reflection of business 
involvement with commercial agriculture, com­petition among centers for such business , and the 
availability of an adequate transportation system. 
The importance of the relationship between the 
center and a growing commercialization of agri­
culture in the 19 30's is a decisive factor in the 
growth and prosperity of not only the trade center, 
but the farm. According to the author : 
The welfare of a commercial agriculture is de­
pendent upon the size and quality of its markets, 
both immediate and ultimate; also upon the nature 
and quality of the local trading center. The facility 
with which farmers may reach a trading center 
that can easily and efficiently receive their 
products and, in turn, distribute to them supplies 
that they demand, is closely related to their pros­
perity and satisfaction.32 
Lively goes one step further than Zimmerman in 
his analysis when he notes the importance of popu­
lation shifts ,  regional differences ,  and individual 
farm prosperity. In Minnesota, the growth and 
decline of trade centers corresponded to the 
economic base of a region. In an area of mining 
and lumbering, the growth of trade centers was 
slower than in areas of agriculture and high popu­lation density. In addition , the size of those places 
in mining areas (primarily northern Minnesota) was 
smaller and , as mentioned previously, a larger 
numb er of smaller places tended to decline 
initially. In sections of the state where cities and 
places over � , 500 appeared , the growth of smaller trade centers was more certain, although the num­
ber of such likewise declined. 
However, in conjunction with the development 
of agriculture and the growth or decline of trade centers during this period , Lively notes the con­
tinued importance of transportation. He states: 
The importance of transportation and communi­
cation in social organization is too well known to 
require elaboration here. Change in these facilities 
is a basic factor in the rise, decline, and realign­
ment of groups.33 
28Ibid. ,  p .  30. 
29Robert T. McMillan, Social Aspects of Farm Mechanization in Oklahoma, Oklahoma Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin B-339, Stillwater, 1 949. In this publication he indicates 1920- 1945 as the period for the inception and advance of mechanization on the farm. The late 19 30's prior to the war and during the war represent the greatest increase in production for a market economy. 
3°For a discussion of the influence of farm mechanization on changes in the farm operation and trade center see Alvin Bertrand Agricultural Mechanization and Social Change \n Rural Louisiana: Louisiana Agricultural Experiment S tation Bulletin 458,  Baton Rouge ,  1951 .  
3 1 c. E .  Lively, op. cit. 
32c. E. Lively, op. cit. ,  p. 3 .  
33c. E. Lively, op. cit., p. 3 1 .  
Improved roads and increasing use of the auto­
mobile for farm and family spelled trouble for 
many small centers . At the time the article was 
written ( 1931 ) ,  the author indicates the impor­
tance of the car for trade center survival during the 
prior 18 years . Without the automobile, many 
small trade centers could maintain the trade 
function for which they were established . But with 
the increased use of the automobile, the com­
munities failed to survive . According to Lively: 
During this time many small trade centers have 
been thrown into competition with larger and 
more distant centers and, having no sound basis of 
existence except the monopoly of trade arising out 
of isolation, have been unable to survive the con­
flict and have declined or even disappeared en­
tirely )4 
The corresponding influence of the railroad on 
trade center prosperity is likewise noted. 
Although the presence of a railroad route pro­
vided no complete assurances of growth for the 
trade center, 65 . 1  % of those centers located along 
a railroad grew. Forty-seven percent of those trade 
centers which appeared from 1915 to 19 30 had 
access to a railroad. On the other hand, of those 
that disappeared during the same period , only 21 % 
were located near a railroad .3 5 In connection with 
advantageous location near a railroad , Lively 
states: 
The trade center that offers ready means of trans­
portation of farm products out of the community 
and of farm supplies to the community is likely to 
obtain and hold the support of the farm popu­
lation better than its competitor that of fers less 
along this line .3 6 
Although transportation is a key variable in the 
analysis of both Lively and Zimmerman, Lively 
attempts to introduce other factors associated with 
social and econ'omic changes in the agriculture 
trade center.3 7 . We have mentioned briefly his 
reference to regional factors and population trends. 
· He likewise notes the importance of the loss of a 
post office prior to the 1915 period for early trade 
center decline. The post office is associated with 
one function of the community. It provided 
income in salaries and attracted area residents to 
the trade center. But as roads were established link­
ing smaller centers with larger centers, the smaller 
place usually lost the post office. 
Changes in the farming enterprises were also 
noted by the author as having an influence upon 
the trade center. A general change from grain farm­
ing to dairy farming in Minnesota caused many 
farmers to bypass one trade center for another 
with a c reamery and other milk marketing 
facilities . This , according to the author, stimulated 
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growth in some of the more strategically located 
communities . In a,ddition, specialization in the 
farm operation necessitated a complete service 
center to provide the range of services desired by 
the farmer. 
Diminishing Local Control 
The rural community was characterized by self­
determination. Issues affecting the community 
were solved or determined at the local level. The 
farmer as well as the villager had an interest in 
community decisions. Town meetings �ith farmer 
involvement were an important arena of political 
control and influence in the community and 
county. Today, with increased federal and state 
intervention, community affairs no longer are 
determined completely at the local level. 
Nowhere can this trend, with its concomitant 
effects upon community decision making, be more 
apparent than in the small rural community. State 
involvement in school consolidation, curriculum, 
and standards for teacher qualifications are 
examples in education. Federal controls over sani­
tation , political representation, incorporation, 
municipal laws, law enforcement and debt ceilings 
represent areas of diminishing local control in 
government. The same may be said with regard to 
limitations of control in some local churches and 
certain branch businesses as a result of central­
ization of authority. 
The importance of local control with respect to 
many rural institutions and corresponding develop­
ment of the community is well documented .J S  
Grass roots governments (i.e. local control) epit­
omize the rural tradition . Most communities 
possessed schools, rural post offices, municipal 
governments and churches. Today, the growing 
emphasis on consolidation, centralization and 
efficiency of scale, coupled with rural depopu­
lation has meant a loss of local control . In many 
instances , a complete loss of the particular 
function has occurred. The decline in fourth class 
post offices during the 1920's is one example. 
When reorganization of post offices in rural areas 
was implemented, many communities declined. 
34c. E. Lively, op. cit., p. 32 .  
35c. E. Lively, op. cit., p. 34. 
36c. E. Lively, op. cit., p. 34. 3 7 Lively prepares a list of local factors associated with growing and declining centers. This list for appearing towns includes communi­cation and transportation factors (i.e ., grew up at a crossroads or began with a post office and a railroad). In addition, he notes industrial factors, convenience for rural trade, political center, etc. For disappearing towns, he notes decline of tributary population, industrial change, change in marketing patterns, and competition. 
38 see for example, Roscoe C. Martin, Grass Roots, Harper and Row, New York, 1964. 
School reorganization, during the 1940's and in­
to the 1960's presented a similar picture. Schools, 
perhaps more than the post office, with their 
secondary and tertiary effects, at one time pro­
vided a major source of revenue for the com­
munity .3 9 Thus, the loss of this institution would 
be greatly contested by community leaders. During 
the past 20 years, however, state and federal inter­
vention has forced school consolidation. Sub­
sequent educational policy has transferred many 
decision making powers to state and federal 
agencies. 
Local governmental decision making powers 
have likewise been reduced as increased financial 
aid is provided from outside the community. Re­
quirements as to how state and federal aid can be 
utilized, requirements· on minimum health stand­
ards and minimum governmental responsibilities 
for communities impose financial burdens upon 
lo cal  government without the corresponding 
decision making powers to deal with the problems 
as the community leaders perceive them. 
Specialization and centralization has not been 
restricted to the public sectors of the community. 
Individually owned business establishments in the 
community have been replaced by chain or branch 
operations. Grocery chain stores are active in small 
towns . In many cases, they are replacing individu­
ally owned stores where the local operator has 
failed to maintain a modern, efficient operation 
attractive to local residents. The trend in banking 
has been to larger operations. Small local banks 
have been taken over by larger, broader service 
banks. In each case, local leaders have mentioned 
the diminishing importance of a local unit in the 
total decision making structure . 4 0 
Rural Migration 
Migration from the farm and rural area has been 
a continuous process since before the turn of the 
century. Numerous articles have appeared dis­
cussing rural migration and the consequences of it 
for the farm and small town. Out-migration from rural areas has resulted from the industrialization 
and urbanization of the country as a whole. It has 
been a form of adjustment in response to labor 
shortages in the cities. Migration has been selective upon age, sex, and perhaps individual ability, 
although there is no documentation for the last 
quality. In some respects, migration has had 
positive consequences for the farm population and 
negative consequences for the small town. In this 
sense the reduction of the number of farmers in a 
particular area has allowed those remaining to 
expand their operations over a territory previously 
occupied. With the growing costs associated with 
farming and need for increased acreage, this would 
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appear to be a positive side effect of farm migra­
tion. In terms of the community, the loss of 
residents is a negative consequence for reasons 
previously mentioned. 
We have indicated the importance of a rural 
population for the growth and decline of trade 
centers in terms of potential customers, but 
perhaps more important is the long-range impact 
on the labor force population. In many instances, 
if a community aspires to attract an industrial firm 
or some other basis for diversified occupational 
opportunity, it must have an adequate labor force 
base to which the community can draw attention. 
Unfortunately for the small town, this has not 
been the case . The general trend in the rural area 
has been out-migration. 
Gladys Bowles discusses rural migration in three periods .4 1 During the 1920-1930 period, 6 .1 mil­
lion migrants were recorded leaving the rural area. Various reasons were given by the author for out­
migration, but two of the most important were 
economic and educational. In the first case, trans­
portation provided facilities or access for out­
migration and in the second, the inability of the farmer to change his farming methods contributed 
to out-migration. On the other side of the ledger is the pulling force of industrialization. The com­
bination of these factors provided the favorable 
conditions for rural out-migration . The trans­
portation and communication facilities served as a 
linking mechanism and the city provided the pull­
ing force. In the 1920's, industrialization was labor 
intensive and the rural migrant could be absorbed . Out-migration in the 19 30-1940 period was 
somewhat less extensive than in the previous 
period. Only 3 .5 million left the rural area. The 
depression reduced the number of employment 
opportunities previously available. In fact, during 
this period a considerable number of the popu­
lation returned to the rural area. Not until the next 
decade, when our preparation and intervention 
into World War II occurred, did rural migration 
reach beyond 6 million. During this period, 8 .5 
million rural inhabitants migrated . Labor shortage in both defense and nondefense plants provided 
the pulling force and, as we indicated previously, 
agricultural mechanization reached a peak during the 1940-1950 period . This provided the necessary 
39 Arthur J. Vidich and Joseph Bensman, Small Town in Mass Society, Doubleday and Company, New York, 1958, p. 187. 
40 Gideon Sjoberg, "Urban Community Theory and Research: A Partial Evaluation, "  American ] ournal of Economics and Sociology, 14 (January 1955), pp. 196-206. 
41 Gladys Bowles, "Migration Patterns, "  Rural Sociology, 22 (March 1957), pp. 1-1 1. 
push. Beale indicates that during World War II 
(1 940-1944) 4 million rural farm residents of labor 
force age migrated to the city .4 2 The impact of industrilization on rural migration over a 60-year period has had a differential effect 
depending upon the technological advances and 
emphasis of the firm. Changes in industrialization 
have likewise had varying consequences for the 
small town. Initially, industrialization was labor 
intensive and attracted people to the cities where 
jobs were abundant. Recently, however, industry 
has been moving to the countryside, which in 
many cases has stimulated small town growth. Industrialization of the rural area is not a guarantee 
of growth but in many cases has prospects for growth. 
Industrialization in the United States proceeded 
rapidly as sources of power were harnessed for 
production purposes. If we confine our attention 
to the three factors of production-land, labor and 
capital-we can see what impact industrialization 
has upon the rural area. Although each factor of  
production is important to the entire process, one 
factor may comprise a disproportionate share of 
the total cost at a given time and thus greatly influence industrial decisions. 
The greatest cost to the firm in the early days of 
industrialization was capital accumulation. Indus­
tr ia l ization was restricted in production and 
growth by a lack of capital assets, while land and 
labor were relatively cheap and available com­
modities. Therefore, the growth of the firm de­pended upon the exploitation of labor and the land 
resource, while attempting to accumulate capital 
deposits. Furthermore, the lack of a labor supply 
in the emerging cities focused the attention of the 
firm on the rural area. Industry had little trouble 
attracting labor from the country. The attraction 
of the city, fewer work opportunities at home, and 
changes in agriculture stimulated rural migration. 
Today the situation is reversed and in one 
respect the rural area and especially the small town 
finds itself in an enviable position. Sources of 
capital are abundant in and around metropolitan 
centers, where the majority of industrial firms are 
located, while land and labor costs have risen tre­
mendously. On the other hand in rural America 
labor resources are relatively inexpensive. Sub­
sequently we might anticipate, if firms are attempt­
ing to minimize costs of operation, they might 
consider moving to a region where lower land 
values and lower labor costs prevail. This in turn 
may reduce the necessity of the rural population to 
migrate and instead seek work in the immediate area. 
Rural migration has generated other problems for the small community. Out-migration is se-
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lective. Many small communities have a high de­
pendent population. In many rural areas, a high 
proportion of the people are in the age groups 
comprising children and adults over 65. The 
majority of those that migrate are working age 
adults. Beale reports in his study that 60% of those 
who migrate are under 20 .4 3  Writers have from 
time to time noted differences among rural out-­
migrants in education, personality type, and sex. 
Because of fewer occupational alternatives, out­
migration of farm youth is extremely heavy. 
Social change is a continuous process in society. 
As Everett Rogers has stated: ' 'There is one main 
theme which runs like a red thread through the 
fabric of rural society today. It is social change."44 
The objective of  this section was to explore social 
change in the context of the rural community. This 
was done from an individual c_ommunity per­
spective from the viewpoint level of analysis. In the 
second case, social change was described in terms 
of the growth and decline of small towns. Our approach was twofold. First, we described 
change in terms of those characteristics tradition­
ally associated with a trade center as this type of 
community evolved in the settlement of the United 
States. Next, the focus was upon selected factors 
of societal change and their impact upon the 
growth and decline of small towns in general. 
Factors Associated with 
Population Changes in Small 
Towns and Cities, 1 940-1 960 
Consideration has been given to societal factors 
associated with population change in small towns 
from a historical perspective. Several additional 
factors have come to the forefront during the past 
20 years as determinants of community growth 
and decline. Such factors would include size of 
place, regional location, county seat status, and 
pre v ious growth experience. In other words, 
commercialization of agriculture, industrialization, urbanization, improved transportation, and dimin­
ishing local control continue to exert an influence 
upon community survival and growth. But the 
impact of these factors upon the small town has 
perhaps diminished recently. 
42 c. L. Beale, "Rural Depopulation,"  Demography, Volume 1 ,  
1 964, p. 265 .  
43Ibid. , p. 269 .  
44 Evere tt M. Rogers, Social Change in Rural Society, Appleton­
Century-Crofts Inc. , New York , 1 960, p .  3. 
Adjustments have been made in the distribution 
of small towns and cities as a result of the impact 
of these factors. Small towns which survived up to 
the present were those which by and large bene­
fited from improved agriculture, improved trans­
portation systems , etc. A large number of surviving 
towns are located on major transportation routes 
and continue to maintain schools and post offices. 
Yet  South Dakota's population continues to 
decline and communities are again adjusting to 
population change. 
Distribution of Places, 1 940- 1 960 
There are 307 incorporated places in South 
Dakota as reported by the United States Census of 
Population, i 9 60 .  (Table 1 ) .  Ninety-two percent , 
or 282 places , are classified as small towns (the 
population does not exceed 2,500 ) .  The remaining 
25 places (8%) are classified as urban. 
Considering for a moment small towns in South 
Dakota, communities with less than 500 residents, 
comprised in 1 9 60 64% of the 282 such places. 
Places 500-1 ,000 make up the next largest group of 
small towns, with 1 6% of the total number of small 
towns. 
Cities with a population between 2 ,500 and 
5 ,000 represent the largest single urban category. 
Likewise , while cities have increased in total 
number from 1 9  urban places in 1940 to 25 in 
1 9 60 ,  the greatest increase in terms of number of 
pla.ces has occur!ed in the 2 ,500-5 ,000 category. 
Two urban centers exceed 25 ,000.  Sioux Falls 
grew from a city of less than 5 0 ,000 in 1 940 tb 
over 65 ,000 in 1960 .  Rapid City grew from 1 3 ,844 
in 1 940 to 42 ,399  in 1 960 .  
The number of incorporated places (small towns 
and cities) has remained the same during the 1940 
to. 1 9 60 period. While the total number of  places 
has remained constant , changes with regard to 
particular places have occurred. The shifting of 
places within and between various size categories is 
one such movement . For example, a loss of one 
place from the size category 1 ,000-1 ,500 may not 
mean a community disincorporated.  The com­
munity could have grown out of the category or 
declined to the extent that its total population met 
the requirements for the next lower category. Thus 
movement between size categories results in the 
addition of one place to a new category and a loss 
of one place for the other category. 
Over the 20-year period the most notable shifts 
have taken place at the upper and lower end of the 
size categories . That is, places under 500 and places 
greater than 2,500 have been involved in major 
population shifts. Several small towns with popu­
lations of 1 ,500 people have grown into the next 
larger category. There were 19  cities in 1 940 ,  2 5 in 
1 960.  The increase is due to six small towns whose 
population grew to exceed the minimum popu­
lation figure (2,500)  to be classified as urban. 
A similar trend is noticed in the number of 
places under 500 in population. In 1 9 60 there were 
1 9 6  places as compared to 1 90 in 1940 .  The 
addition of six places in this category however, 
represents the decline of population in small towns 
previously located in a larger category. Movement 
of places between categories has occurred in the 
other size groups as well, but the net effect has 
been that the number of places has remained rela­
tively unchanged over the 20-year period. 
Size of Place. Assessing the distribution of places 
in the various size groups during the 1 940 to 1 9 60 
period illustrates in part what is happening to com­
munities. The number of communities whose 
resident population totals less than 500 is the 
largest single group of places. It is also the group 
which has witnessed the greatest amount of popu­
lation decline. Of the total number of places in 
1 940 and 1 9 50 ,  1 3 1  places declined between 1 940 
and 1950  while 1 35 places declined over the next 
1 0-year period ( figure 1 ) .  
Declining places likewise exceeded growing 
places in the size group 500-999 .  Over 60% of the 
com munities in this category declined from 
1 940-1 9 60 .  Compare these trends with trends for 
larger small towns and cities where the number of 
places growing exceeds those which are declining . 
In the size group 1 ,000-2,499 , 27 places witnessed 
growth in 1 940 while only 10  declined. 
While the number of places growing diminished 
from 1950  to 1 9 60 ,  growing places continue to 
exceed declining places. This pattern is further 
established with regard to cities. Seventeen places 
with a population greater than 2,500 grew during 
the 1 940-19 5 0 period. Nineteen such urban places 
witnessed the same pattern during the 1 0-year 
period 1950  to 1960 .  Population decline is not 
Table 1. Number of Incorporated Places by Size, South Dakota, 1940-1960 
All Under 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 5000 10,000 25,000 50,000 
Places 500 999 1499 1999 2499 4999 9999 24,999 49,999 + 
1 960 ---------- 307 196 50 24 7 
1 950 ---------- 307 1 94 56 22 8 
1940 ---------- 307 190 6 1  26  5 
1 4  
5 13  
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Figure 1. Growing and declining places in South Dakota, 
1940-1960 
confined to small towns as indicated by the fact 
that six cities declined from 1950  to 1960 as com­
pared to only two places during the previous 
decade. 
Size of place has been associated with popu­
lation change. The larger the community, the great­
er is the probability it will grow rather than 
decline . This is in effect a compounding process . 
Because not only do larger places have a higher 
probability of growth, but growth itself is associ­
ated with further population growth. Size of place 
has been indicated by several writers as one cri­
terion which industrial leaders consider for in­
dustrial location. Some industrial firms are moving 
from large metropolitan areas to rural areas . But 
the place of location in rural areas will depend in 
part upon community services which tend to be 
more numerous in larger communities . Larger 
places do have an advantage. These communities 
have a larger potential labor force and the majority 
of these towns and cities are growing . This does 
not mean that smaller communities can not attract 
industry, but they may be at a competitive dis­
advantage . 
Percent Change, 1 940- 1 960 
South Dakota's small towns and cities are in a 
continuous process of social and economic adjust­
ment. This is a reflection of the changing nature of 
the larger society and society's corresponding 
impact on South Dakota . One indicator of change 
or adjustment is population growth or decline as 
experienced by the various communities in South 
Dakota . 
The majority of small towns and cities in South 
Dakota are not remaining stable in terms of popu­
lation change as indicated in table 2 .  During the 
1940-1950 decade, almost 40% of the towns and 
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c1t1es experienced growth. At the same time, 58% 
of the incorporated communities declined . With 
slight variation, a similar trend is observed for the 
decade 195 0-1960 . Thirty-eight percent of the 
incorporated places witnessed population increase 
while 60% declined. One noticeable difference 
between the 1950-1960 decade from the previous 
decade is that more communities declined than 
increased in population numbers . 
Looking specifically at the variation within the 
growth and decline categories, the extent of popu­
lation growth or decline becomes apparent . A 
larger percentage of communities which are grow­
ing witnessed a population growth exceeding 10% 
during the periods 1940-1950 and 1950-1960 .  
Similarly, a majority of the towns which lost popu­
lation declined more than 10% in each decade. 
Concerning growing communities, 31  incorpor­
ated places witnessed a population increase not 
greater than 5%. This group represents 10% of the 
total number of communities in South Dakota . 
Seven percent of the communities gained between 
5 and 9.9% during the 1940-195 0 decade. With 
slight variation, the number of places in each 
category is comparable to the 1950-1960 decade. 
As indicated above, a larger number of places wit­
nessed a population growth in excess of 10%. 
Thirty-seven communities, or 12% of the towns 
and cities, had a population increase between 10 
and 19.9% during the 1940-1950 decade. Ten per­
cent of the communities exceeded a 20% increase 
in population . In comparison to the 1950-1960 
decade the total number of communities growing 
by more than 10% increased slightly from 68 to 70  
communities . 
The trends for declining places are more pro­
nounced. Thirty-five percent of the incorporated 
places lost a minimum of 10% of their population 
between the 1940-1950 period. The number of 
declining places in this group increased to 115 or 
38% during the 1950-1960 decade. Thirteen per­
cent of South Dakota's communities lost less than 
5% of its population during the 1940-1950 decade 
Table 2. Number of Incorporated Places Growing and 
Declining by Percentage Change 1940-1960 
Growth Percent 1940-1950 1950-1960 
Problem Change Number Percent Number Percent 
20.0 and Over ____ 3 1  10 .3 39 1 2 .8 
Growth 1 0 .0 to 1 9.9 ________ 37 1 2 .3 3 1  1 0.2 
5 .0 to 9 .9 ____________ 22 7.3 1 9  6.3 
.1 to 4 .9 ______________ 3 1  1 0.3 29 9.5 
No Change ________ 3 1 .0 1 .3 
-.1 to -4.9 ______ 40 13 .3 40 1 3 .2 
Decline -5.0 to -9.9 ____ 29 9.7 30 9.8 
-10.0 to -19.9 __ 54 1 8 .0 54 1 7.8 
-20.0 and Over 53 1 7.7 6 1  20 . 1  
All Places ____ ______ 300 99.9 304 1 00.0 
and 1950-1960 decade. Approximately 10% of the 
communities witnessed losses between 5 and 9. 9%. 
This was true for both periods. 
While the figures for declining and growing 
places accurately characterize population trends 
for these communities, implications of growth or 
decline in terms of community vitality or survival 
must be viewed with caution. A community which 
has declined less than 5% may continue to serve a 
community function to the same extent that a 
community which witnessed a 5% growth serves. In 
other words population growth or decline is one 
valid criteria for examining community change but 
it is not the only criteria to be considered in 
evaluating community well-being. 
Size of Place. The size of a community has been 
indicated previously as a factor associated with 
population growth or decline. The relationship 
between size and growth rate holds true for com­
munities in South Dakota as elsewhere. A higher 
proportion of larger places are growing rather than 
declining. In addition larger communities have 
witnessed a greater amount of population growth 
than have smaller communities. On the other hand, 
small communities have declined more rapidly than 
larger places. 
Data for South Dakota communities support 
the se  g ene ralizations. During the 1940-1950 
decade, communities containing less than 500 resi­
dents witnessed the greatest decline ( table 3). One 
hundred and thirty-four communities in this size 
group declined. More specifically 92 communities 
(50%) lost at least 10% of their population. Only 
25 communities ( 13%) witnessed a population 
growth exceeding 10%. 
During the same decade 1940-195 0, 26% of the 
communities whose size exceeded 500 residents 
but less than 1,000 residents grew at least 1 0%. At 
the same time only 19% lost a minimum of 10% of 
its population. Comparable figures for larger 
communities point out an advantage for large size. 
Thirty-five percent of the communities whose 
population is between 1,000-2,499 increased by at 
least 10% while 3% declined by as much. Urban 
communities whose population exceeds 2,500  
showed the greatest amount of growth although 
the number of communities in this category is the 
smallest. Seventy-three percent of the urban places 
witnessed a 10% growth and only 10% declined by 
as much. Perhaps a more important indication of 
the relationship of size to growth is the fact that 
only two cities declined while 17 enjoyed popu­
lation growth. 
The relationship between size of place and 
population growth is further substantiated when 
one examines a given percent change for each size 
category. The proportion of communities having a 
20% growth increases with size. Five percent of the 
communities with less than 500 people grew at 
such a rate compared to 42% of the urban places. 
On the other hand, 52  communities in the smallest 
size group declined by at least 20% while no small 
towns in the size groups 1,000-2 ,499 or any cities 
declined at this rate for the 1940-1950 period. 
The amount of growth during the 1950-1960 
period for South Dakota communities was less 
than in the previous decades, while the proportion 
declining increased in some cases. The same general 
trends, however, appear for this decade as they did 
during the previous decade (table 4 ). 
Communit i e s  under 500 residents during 
1950-1960 decade were again the communities 
which declined the most. Fifty percent of the 
communities in this size group suffered population 
losses exceeding 10%. Thirty communities did have 
a populat ion growth exceeding 10%, which 
represents a gain of 2%. Trends for the next size 
group are similar. More communities (500-999) 
witnessed a population growth and decline of at 
least 10% than in the previous decade. Thirty per­
cent of these communities grew and 2 7% declined. 
This is compared to the corresponding figures of 
26% and 19% for the 1940-1950 period. 
Patterns of growth and decline for larger places 
Table 3. Percent Change of Small Towns and Cities by Size of Place, 1940-1950 
Size of Place 
Growth Percent Under 500 500-999 1000-2499 2500 & Over 
Problem Change Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
20.0 & Over_ _ ______ 1 0  5.5 8 13 . 1  5 1 3 .5 8 42 . 1  
Growth 10 .0 to 19.9 ________ 1 5  8.2 8 1 3 . 1  8 2 1 .6 6 3 1 .6 
5 .0 to 9 .9 ____________ 9 4.9 6 9.8 6 1 6.2 1 5 .3 
. 1  to 4.9 ________ ______ 1 6  8 .7 5 8 .2 8 2 1 .6 2 1 0.5 
No Change ________ 2 1 . 1 1 1 .6 
-. 1 to -4.9 ________ 24 1 3 . 1  1 1  1 8 .0 5 13 .5 
Decline -5.0 to -9.9 ____ 1 5  8 .2 1 0  1 6.4 4 1 0.8 
-10.0 to -19.9 __ 40 2 1 .9 1 1  1 8 .0 I 2 .7 2 1 0.5 
-20.0 & Over____ 52 28.4 1 1 .6 
All Places __________ 1 83 1 00.0 61 99.8 37 99.9 1 9  1 00.0 
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during the 1950-1960 decade likewise do not main­
tain as favorable a growth pattern as was true 
during the 1940-1950 period. While small towns 
and cities continue to grow, the amount of growth 
is less. Only 22% of the small towns ( 1,000-2,499) 
had a growth pattern exceeding 10%. Thirty-five 
percent of these communities witnessed such a 
growth during the previous period. A similar 
pattern is noted for cities. Sixty-four percent re­
ceived at least a 10% population increase as com­
pared to 7 3% during the earlier decade. 
Population losses in cities, however, was some­
what less during the 1950-1960 decade. Only 4% 
of South Dakota's cities lost population. While 
more cities lost population during this decade than 
previously noted, the number of cities included as 
part of the analysis has increased from 19 urban 
places to 2 5 urban places in 19 60. 
Once again the general relationship between size 
of place and growth is noted. Smaller communities 
grew less and declined more when compared to 
larger places. During the 1950-1960 period, 30% of 
towns under 500 declined by at least 20%. Con­
sidering the small towns of 1,000-2,499, only 3% 
had such a decline while no cities declined by this 
amount. Growth favors larger places, 28% of the 
cities witnessed a population increase of 20% com-
pared to only 9% of the communities having less 
than 500 residents. 
County Seat Status as a Factor in 
Population Growth 
County seats have had an advantage over most 
other communities in South Dakota when con­
sidering growth potential. Most small towns in 
South Dakota depend upon an economic base 
related to trade and service facilities. The majority 
of  occupational opportunities are, therefore, 
associated with trade and services. County seats 
likewise have an occupational base associated with 
services which is supplemented by governmental 
posit ions.  Consequently, occupationally and 
economically, these places have an advantage for 
stimulating population growth or forestalling popu­
lation decline. 
An examination of population trends for county 
seats for the 1940-1950, 1950-1960 periods com­
pared to noncounty seats illustrates certain vari­
at ions between types of places. During the 
1940-19 50 decade only four county seats wit­
nessed population losses greater than 10% (table 
5 ). This is compared to 50 such places which are 
not county seats. During the same period 30 
county seats or 4 7% of the county seats grew by 
Table 4. Percent Change of Small Towns and Cities by Size of Place, 1950-1960 
Size of Place 
Growth Percent Under 500 500-999 1000-2499 2500 & Over 
Problem Change Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
20 & Over ________ 1 8  9.4 1 1  19.6 3 9.4 7 28 .0 
Growth 10 .0 to 19 .9 ______ 1 2  6.3 6 1 0.7 4 1 2 .5 9 36.0 
5 .0 to 9.9 __________ 7 3 .7 4 7 .1  6 1 8 .8 2 8.0 
. 1  to 4 .9 ____________ 1 8  9.4 3 5 .4 7 2 1 .9 1 4.0 
No Change ______ 1 .5 
-.1 to -4.9 ______ 20 1 0.5 9 1 6. 1  7 2 1 .9 4 1 6.0 
Decline -5.0 to -9.9 __ 1 8  9 .4 8 14 .3 3 9 .4 1 4 .0 
-10.0 to -19.9 40 20.9 1 2  2 1 .4 1 3 . 1  1 4.0 
-20.0 & Over__ 57 29.8 3 5 .4 1 3 . 1  
All Places ________ 1 9 1  99.9 56 1 00.0 32 1 00 . l  25 100.0 
Table 5. Growth and Decline of County Seats by Percentage Change, 1940-1960 
1940-1950 1950-1960 
Growth Percent County Seat Non-County Seat County Seat Non-County Seat 
Problem Change Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
20 and Over ____ 1 5  23.8 16 6.6 16 25 .4 23 9 .4 
Growth 10.0 to 1 9.9 ______ 1 5  23.8 22 9.0 1 1  1 7.5 20 8 .2 
5 .0 to 9 .9 __________ 8 1 2 .7 14  5 .7 7 1 1 . 1  1 2  4 .9 
. 1  to 4 .9 ____________ 7 1 1 . 1 25  1 0.2 9 1 4.2 20 8 .2 
No Change ______ 2 3 .2 7 2 .9 1 1 .5 3 1 .2 
-.1 to -4.9 ____ 8 1 2 .7 32 13 . 1  1 1  1 7.5 29 1 1 .9 
Decline -5.0 to -9.9 ____ 4 6.3 25 10.2 3 4.8 27 1 1 . 1 
-10.0 to -19.9 4 6.3 50 20.5 3 4.8 5 1  20.9 
-20.0 and Over ____ 53 2 1 .7 2 3 .2 59 24.2 
All Places __________ 63 99.9 244 99.9 63 100.0 244 1 00.0 
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more than 10%. Only 38 places or 15% of non­
county seat communities maintained such a popu-
lation growth. 
A similar situation is noted for the 19 5 0-19 60 
period. Five county seats ( 8%) lost at least 10% of 
their population; 110 noncounty seats or 45% of 
these communities had such population losses. On 
the other hand, population growth in 42% of the 
county seats exceeded 10% while only 17% of the 
noncounty seats witnessed a comparable growth 
experience. 
Size of Place. As was true with towns and cities 
in general, the size of a county seat is an additional 
contributing factor in potential population growth. 
An examination of table 6 illustrates the relative 
size of county seats in South Dakota. Of the 63 
communities which are county seats, 40 or 63% in 
1940 have a population greater than 1,000. Only 
12% of the county seats were under 500. As in­
dicated previously, these communities experienced 
the largest amount of population growth. 
Similarly in 19 50, 63% of the county seats were 
large small towns (1,000-2,499) or cities while 
again only 12.7 had less than 500 residents. During 
the 19 5 0-19 60 decade four county seats increased 
in size, growing in population from places having 
less than 1,000 residents to the next two size 
categories. Thus in 1960, approximately 70% of 
the county seats were large communities. 
Population Change and 'Distance to 
Large Centers 
One of the hypotheses developed by the 
Regional Research Committee was that the closer a 
community was located to a large center such as a 
standard metropolitan statistical area, the greater 
would be its growth. The greater the distance from 
such an area, the less the community would be 
expected to grow. In South Dakota we have only 
one standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA), 
which is located in the southeastern corner of the 
state. For many communities in South Dakota, an 
SMSA in a neighboring state would be closer than 
the one in southeastern South Dakota. Conse­
quently, in exploring the distance factor we 
examined distance to the nearest SMSA without 
regard to whether it was located within the state or 
in one of the neighboring states. Also since South 
Dakota is basically a rural state, we thought that it 
would be more realistic to consider distance to 
places of 10,000 or more population rather than 
restricting it to SMSA's as being large centers. 
In the following tables we compare population 
change with the time period on the basis of both 
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distance to the nearest SMSA and distance to a 
place of 10,000 or more. Three time periods for 
computing population change were 1940-1950, 
1950-1960, and the total period 1940-1960. 
Table 7 deals with population change versus 
distance to the nearest SMSA and distance to the 
nearest place o f  10,000 or more for all 
communities in the state and involving all three 
time periods. Distance to the nearest SMSA was 
found to be significant in relation to population 
change. In every case it is a positive relationship. 
The correlation coefficients are so small as to raise 
question about placing too much emphasis upon 
the distance factor as explaining much of the popu­
lation changes. With distance to places of 10 ,000 
or more no significant differences were noted for 
all communities in the state. 
In table 8 correlation coefficients for population 
change versus distance to nearest SMSA and 
distance to places of 10,000 or more are presented 
for the East River counties and for West River 
counties in the state. With one exception for the 
time period 1950-1960, relationship between 
population change and distance to SMSA and 
places of 10,000 or more did not show any signi­
ficance. This means that whether a town is located 
near a large center or at some distance from a large 
center does not seem to be an important factor in 
the growth or decline of the town's population. 
By 1950-1960, distance to a place of 10,000 or 
more showed a negative relationship significant at 
the 5% level for East River communities. One 
factor which needs to be explained is that with 
both East River and West River communities, all 
the correlation coefficients relating population 
change to distance to a place 10 ,000 or more were 
negative. 
In table 7 where all communities in the state 
were analyzed, the relationships were all positive 
except one. This result may be explained by the 
fact that more of the large towns are located in the 
East River area than in the West River area. Gross 
differences are involved within these areas and do 
not take into account the variability in size of 
community. The community size factor and the 
associated degrees of freedom in the analysis for 
these two areas also help to explain the shift from 
positive to negative correlation coefficients. 
In table 9 the correlation coefficients for popu­
lation change versus distance to nearest SMSA and 
distance to places of 10,000 and over are presented 
and analyzed by community size for the three time 
periods. For communities of less than 500 persons, 
distance to the nearest SMSA or distance to a place 
of 10 ,000 or more was not significantly related to 
population change . . , _For communities of less than 
500, location near to or at a distance from larger 
centers did not seem to be a factor in population 
change for these communities. 
The n�gative values associated with distance to places of 10,000 or more may reflect the influence 
of the "bedroom type" community. Towns that 
are near large centers may become a place where 
Table 6. Size of Place for County Seats, 1940-1960 
1940 1950 1 960 
Size of Place Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Under 500 ____ 8 1 2.7 8 12 .7 5 7 .9 
500-999 ---------- 1 5  23.8 15 23.8 1 4  22.2 
1 000-2499 ------ 23 36.5 1 9  30.2 22 34.9 
2500 & Over__ 1 7  27.0 2 1  33.3 22 34.9 
All Places ____ 63 1 00.0 63 1 00.0 63 99.9 
Table 7. Correlation Coefficients for Population Change 
Versus Distance to Nearest SMSA and Distance to Place 
10,000+, All Communities 
Distance 
Distance to to Place 
Population Change Nearest SMSA 10,000+ 
1 940-1950 ---------------------------------- 0 . 1 1 4* 
1 950-1960 ---------------------------------- 0.206t 
1 940- 1960 ---------------------------------- 0. l 82t 
-0.006 
0.056 
0 .0 1 1  
*Significant a t  .05 level. 
tSignificant at .01 level. 
Table 8. Correlation Coefficients for Population Change 
Versus Distance to Nearest SMSA and Distance to Place 
10,000+, by East River and West River Area 
East River Communities West River Communities 
Distance Distance 
Population Distance to to Place Distance to to Place 
Change Period Nearest SMSA 1 0,000+ Nearest SMSA 10,000+ 
1940- 1950 0.062 -0.03 1 0.008 -0.1 5 1  
1950-1 960 ------ -0.073 -0. 1 54* 0 .0 1 6  -0. 1 64 
1 940-1 960 -- ---- 0.003 -0. 1 1 8  -0.004 -0.2 10  
*-Signficant a t  .05 level .  
persons working in the larger center choose to live. 
Thus some of these communities show growth 
patterns not because they are trade centers for an 
area, but because they are residential centers for 
the larger community. 
With the communities of size 500-999, distance 
to the nearest SMSA population change was 
significantly and positively related in all three time 
periods, and population change was significantly 
related to distance to a place of 10  ,000 or more for 
the 195 0  to 1960 period and for the 1940 to 1960 
period. 
In the case of communities of size 1,000 to 
2,499, distance to the nearest SMSA was signifi­
cant only when the entire 20-year period 1940 to 
1960 was considered. For communities of this size, 
the trend was for communities further from these 
centers to grow in population. Distance to places 
of 1 0,000 or more was significant for 1940-1950 
period only. 
For communities of size 2,500-9,999, popu­
lation change was not significantly related to 
distance to the nearest SMSA or to distance to a 
place of 1 0,000 or more. When communities of 
1 0,000 or over were considered, distance to the 
nearest SMSA was significantly related to popu­
lation change for the periods for 1940-1950 and 
19 50-1960, although the coefficients were positive 
in this case indicating that the greater the distance 
the more the population change. 
In the case of communities of size 5 00-999 
where we found a significant and positive relation­
ship between distance to the nearest SMSA and 
population change for all three time periods, an 
explanation would seem to be in order. One of the 
larger factors might be that a community of this 
size, when it gets to be some distance from a large 
center, becomes a center for its immediate sur­
rounding area; that is, it becomes a trade center for 
smaller towns and open country around it. Con­
sequently, the growth of these communities 
500-999 in size might be explained. in terms of the 
trade center aspect. 
Table 9. Correlation Coefficients for Population Change Versus Distance to Nearest 
SMSA and Distance to Place 10,000+, by Community Size 
Community Size 
Under 500 500-999 1000-2499 2500-9999 1 0,000 & Over 
Distance Distance Distance Distance Distance Distance Distance Distance Distance Distance 
Population to Nearest to Place to Nearest to Place to Nearest to Place to Nearest to Place to Nearest to Place 
Change Period SMSA 10,000+ SMSA 10,000+ SMSA 10,000+ SMSA 10,000+ SMSA 10,000+ 
1940-1 950 ------ --- ----- 0.009 -0.094 0 .359t 0 . 190 0 .267 0.371 *  -0. 1 1 6  0 . 132 0.664* 
1950-1 960 ---------- -- ---- 0. 1 37 0.053 0.4 19t 0.4 1 2t 0 .263 0.030 0.067 -0.338 0.624* 
1 940-1960 ----------- ---- 0.095 -0.043 0.470t 0.34 1 * 0.460t 0 .3 1 4  -0.025 -0.063 0.4 1 6  
*Significant a t  .05 level . 




REFERENCE TABLES : POPULATION CHANGE 
O F  L NC O R P O RATED PLACES IN SOUTH 
DAKOTA, 1940-1960 
These tables have been assembled to provide a 
convenient source of population information for 
the incorporated places of South Dakota. The basic 
data were taken from the U. S. Bureau of the 
Census, U. S. Census of Population; 1 960. Vol. I, 
Characteristics of the Population, Part A, "Number 
of Inhabitants." 
In table 1, incorporated places are arranged 
alphabetically, along with total population figures 
for 1940, 1950, and 1960. Percentage changes 
between those decades are also given. If no popu­
lation number is given for any census year the 
place was not reported in the census and probably 
was not incorporated at that time. 
In table 2, incorporated places with population 
re ported in 19 5 0 and 19 60 are ranked according to 
percentage change over the decade. Thus, Fort 
Pierre had the most rapid growth of any place in 
the state followed by Pierre, St. Francis, Rockham, 
and New Underwood. At the other end of the 
scale, Cottonwood, followed by Esmond, Wetonka, 
Broadland, and Newark, had the most rapid 
declines. 
In table 3, places are arranged by counties of the 
state. The counties are listed alphabetically, and 
places are listed in alphabetical order within 
counties. Population totals and percentage change 
are given for 1950-1960 decade for each county as 
well as for each incorporated place. 
These tables were compiled by the Wisconsin 
Agricultural Experiment Station as a collaborator 
in North C:entral Region Cooperative Research 
Project Number NC-80, "Community Adjustment 
to Social Change in the North Central Region," 
under the direction of Professor Glenn V. Fuguitt. 
Professor Jon Doerflinger of the Iowa Agricultural 
Experiment Station assisted in planning and d4ta 
preparation, while Lee Haggerty, Sub hash Sonnad, 
and Lorraine Sponholz did the programming and 
computer analyses. Computation was done at the 
Univers i ty  of Wisconsin Computing Center. 
Publication and distribution of these tables were 
done under the supervision of Robert M. Dimit and 
Donald R. Field of the Department of Rural 
Sociology at South Dakota State University with 
sup port from the South Dakota Agricultural 
Experiment Station. 
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GAYV l L L E  2 6 1  27 1 2 7 8  - 2 . 5  - 6 .  1 -3 . 7  
G EDDE S 3 8 0  50 2 58 1 - 1 3 . 6 -34. 6 -24 . 3 
G E T T Y S BU R G  1 950 1 55 5 1 32 4  1 7 .4 47. 3 2 5 . 4 
GLE NH AM 1 7 1  16  8 1 3 1  2 8 . 2  3 0 . 5 1 .  8 
G OODW I N  1 1 3  14 1 1 5 2  - 7 . 2  - 2 5 .  1 - 1 9. 9 
G REGORY  1 478  1 37 5  1 24 6  1 0 .4 1 8 .  6 1. 5 
GR ENV I L L E  1 5 1  20 7 260 -20.4  -4 1 .  9' -21 . 1 
G R O T O N  1 0 6 3  1 08 4  94 6 1 4 . 6 1 2 . 4 - 1 .  9 
HAR R I S BUR G 3 1 3  274  24 1 1 3 . 7  29. 9 1 4. 2 
HAR ROLD 255 263 22 9 1 4 . 8  1 1 . 4 -3. 0  
H A R T F ORD 688  592  64 7 - 8 . 5  6. 3 1 6 . 2 
__HA Y T I  4 2 5  41 3 370  1 1 . 6  14. 9 2 . 9 
HAZ E L  1 2 8 1 6 1  1 8 2  - 1 1 . 5 -29. 7 -20. 5 
HEC LA 444 50 0 5 5 5  - 9 . 9  -20 . 0 - 1 1 .  2 
HENRY  276  32 3 32 2 . 3  - 1 4. 3 - 14 . 6 
H E RM O S A  1 26 12 3 1 2 1  1 . 7  4. 1 2 . 4 
H E R R E I D  767  63 3 59 2 6 . 9  29.  6 2 1 . 2  
HER R I CK 1 60 1 6 9  246 - 3 1 . 3 -35 .  0 -5. 3 
H E T L A�U 1 0  7 12 3 1 9 9  - 3 8 . 2  -46. 2 - 1 3 . 0  
H I GHMORE  1078  1 1 5 8  1 1 3 6  1 . 9 -5. 1 -6. 9 
H I L L C I T Y 4 1 9  36 1 1 6. 1 
H I L L S V I E W 44 6 8  1 6 0  - 5 7 . 5  -72 . 5 -35 . 3 
H I T CHCOCK  1 9 3  22 7 246  -1 . 7 -2 1 . 5  - 1 5 . 0  
HO SME R 43 3 53 3 579  - 7 . 9 -25. 2 - 1 8. 8 
HOT S P R I NGS  494 3  503 0 4083 2 3 . 2  2 1 .  1 - 1 . 7  
HOV E N  5 6 8  5 5 2  369  49.6  53 .  9 2 . 9 
HOW ARn  1 20 8  1 25 1  1 1 9 3  4 . 9  1 .  3 -3 . 4  
HUO S O "I  4 5 5  50 0 47 8 4 . 6  -4. 8 -9 . 0  
HUMBOLDT 446 45 0 41 7 7 . 9  1 . 0 -. 9 
_Hl)RL E Y  450 474 5 8 6  - 1 9 . 1  -23. 2 -5. 1 
HUROIII 1 4 1 80 1 2 78 8  1 0 84 3  1 7 .9 30. 8 1 0. 9  
I NT E R I OR 179  1 2 6  1 8 2  - 3 0 . 8  - 1 . 6  42. 1 
! P S W ! CH 1 1 3 1  1 05 8  1 00 2  5 . 6 1 2 . 9 6 . 9  
I RF NE 399 374 39 1 -4 .3  2 . 0 6 . 7  
I R() QlJO I S  385  41 3 4 1 3  0 -6. 8 -6. 8 
!_ SA B E L  4 8 8  51 1 490 4 . 3  - . 4  -4. _5  
JAVA  406  43 3 49 3 - 1 2 . 2  - 1 7. 6 -6. l 
J EF F E R S O N  443  46 6 46 9 - . 6  -5 . 5  -4. 9 
K ADOKA 840 58 4 464 2 5 . 9  8 1 .  0 4 3 . 8 
K E N N E B EC 3 7 2  374 390  -4 . l  -4. 6 - . 5 
K I MB A L L  9 1 2 95 2 997 - 4 . 5  -8.  5 -4. 2 
K R A N Z BURG 1 5 6  
LAB OL T 1 2 5  1 6 4  1 2 7  2 9 . l  - 1 .  6 -2.l�__B 
L AKE  ANDES  1 0 97 1 85 1  78 5 1 3 5 . 8  39. 7 -40 . 7  
_L AK E  C I T V  8 1  1 1 0  1 6 8  - 3 4 . 5  -5 1 .  8 -26 . 4 
L AK E  IIIORDEN 390  373  46 3 - 1 9.4  - 1 5 . 8 4:-6 
L AK E  P R E S T O N  955  95 7 8 8 6  8 . 0 7 . 8 - . 2 
L AN E  9 9  1 4 5  2 1 4  - 3 2 . 2  -53. 7 - 3 1 . 7  
L A NG F O RD 39 7 45 6 45 2 .9 - 1 2 . 2 - 1 2 .  9 
L EAD 6 2 1 1 642 2 752 0 - 14 . 6  - l i . i. �:3 
_l,E B A NON 198  21 5 3 1 0 -30 . 6  -36. l -7. 9  
L E' MMON 2 4 1 2  2 76 0  1 78 1  5 5 . 0  35 . 4 - i. 2 : -6 
LENNOX  1 35 3  1 21 8  1 1 64  4 .6 1 6. � 1 1 . J 
L E OL A  8 3 3  772 795 - 2 . 9  4. 8 7 . 9 
_L l; S T E R V I  LL E 1 7 3  1 9 2  2 2 9  - 1 6. 2  -24. 5 -9. 9  
L ET C H E R  2 9 6  29 1 344 - 1 5 �4 - 1 4 . 0 T: 1 
L I LY  1 1 9 1 3 9 1 5 8  - 1 2_ . :,  -24. 7 - 1 4 . 4 
L ONG L A K E  109  1 7 5  -37.  7 
LOWRY  44 70  90  - 2 2 . 2 - 5 1 . l - 3 7. l 
L OYAL  TON 34 5 7  8 9  - 3 6 . 0  -6f:  8 -40 . 4 
}1C I NT O S H  5 6 8  62 8 6 2 6  . 3  -9. 3 -9. 6  
MC LAUGHL I N  9 8 3  71 3 660  -8-.0 4S:-9- 37 �-9 
MAD I S ON 5420  5 1 5 3  50 1 8  2 .7 8 . 0  5 .  2 
MAR I ON 843  794 76 5 3 . 8 1 0 . i  6 . 2  
MAR  T I N  1 1 84  98 9 1 0 1 3 - 2 . 't  1 6. 9  1 9. 7 
MARV I N  9 3  1 1 0  164  - 3 2 .9 ..::43: 3 - 1 5. 5 
MEC KL I NG 9 3  1 1 1 1 4 4  - 2 2 . 9  - 3 5. 4 - 1 6 . 2 
ME L L E T T E  208  2 5 0  3 3 2  - 2 4 � 7  -37-:-3 .:..fi, . ii 
M E N NO 8 3 7  86 8 966 - 10 . 1  - 1 3 . 4 -3. 6 
M I DLAND  40 1 38 7 2 8 2  3 7 . 2  4 2 . ·2 3 . 6 
M I L B A NK 3 500 2 98 2  2 74 5  8 . 6  27. 5 1 7. 4 
M I L L E R  2 0 8 1  1 9 1 6 1 46 0  3 1 . 2 42. 5 8. 6 
M I S S I ON 6 1 1 38 8 45 2 - 1 4 . 2  35. 2 57 .  5 
M I S S I ON H I LL 1 6 5  16 9 1 9 5  - 1 3 .3 - 1 5 .  4 -2 . 4 
M I T C H E L L  1 2 55 5  1 2 12 3 1 0 63 3  1 4 . 0  1 8 .  l 3 . 6 
1108 R l D GE 4 39 1  3 75 3  3 00 8  2 4 . 8  46. 0 1 7. 0  
MON ROE  1 5 6  1 6 0  2 1 9  - 2 6 . 9 -28 . 8 -2 . 5 
J10N T RO S E  4 30 44 8 50 6 - 1 1 . 5 - 1 5 . 0  -4. 0  
MOR R [  S T O W N  2 1 9 1 9 0  2 1 7 - 1 2 . 4 . 9  1 5. 3  
J10UN D. C I T Y 144  1 7 7  1 9 5  - 9 . 2  -26. 2 - 1 8 . 6 
MOUNT VE RNON 379 38 7 405 - 4 . 4  -6. 't -2 . 1 
..MURDO  7 8 3  73 9 680  8 . 7  1 5. l 6 . 0  
NA P L E S  3 6  6 2  84  - 2 6 . 2  -57. l -4 1 . 9  
-�EW A R K  3 9  8 0  1 4 7  -45 . 6  - 7 3 .  5 -5 1 . 3 
N EW E F F l NGTON 2 8 0  3 6  7 344 6 . 7  - 1 8 . 6 -23 . 7 
fil.lt_E_I.!._ 797 784 683 1 4 . 8  1 6. 7 1 .  1 
N E W  UND E RWOOD 46 2 26 8 2 1 4  2 5 . 2  1 1 5.  9 1 2 : 4 
_l'fE:Jt W J_T T E N  1 46 1 9 8  2 1 1 - 6 . 2  - 30.  8 -26. 3 
N I  S L  AND  2 1 1  2 1 6 2 1 2  1 . 9 - . 5 -2. 3 
_NOR T H  S I OU X  C I TY 736  
_N_OR TH V I L L E  1 5 3  220  2 2 3  - 1 . 3  -3 1 .  4 -30. 5 
T A B L E  l C O N T I NU ED SOU T H  D A K O T A  
PLAC E PO PU L AT I ON P O P U LA T I ON PO P U LA T I ON CHANGE C HA NG E  CHANG E 
1 960  1 95 0  1 94 0  40-50 40-6 0 50-60 
NUNDA  106  102  14  7 - 3 0 .6 -2 1. 9 3 . 9  
O AC0'1A  3 1 2  23 1 1 9 7  1 7 . 3  58 . 4 3 5 .  l 
O EL R I C H S  1 32 1 6 8  2 1 2  -20 . a  -37 . 7 -2 1 . 4  
O LD H A M  29 1 34 9 3 8 6  - 9 . 6  -24. 6 - 16 . 6 
OL I VE T  1 3 5  202  24 2 - 1 6 . 5  -44 . 2 -33 .  2 
ONA K A  8 5  1 5 8  1 3 9  1 3 . 7  -38.  8 -46 . 2  
PJH DA  843  82 2 5 9 7  3 7 . 7  4 1 . 2  2 . 6  
OR I E N T  1 3 3  20 6 2 5 0  - 1 7 . 6 -46. 8 - 3 5 . 4 
O R T L E Y  1 2 7  144 1 84 - 2 1 . 1  -3 1 .  0 - 1 1 . 8  
P AR K ER 1 1 42 1 14 8  1 24 4  - 1 . 1  - 8 .  2 - . 5 
P AR K S T O N  1 5 1 4  1 35 4  1 30 5  3 . 8  1 6. 0 1 1 . 8  
P E E V E R  2 0 8  22 1 2 1 2  - 1 8 . 8  -23. 5 -5 . 9  
P!:i !. L I  P 1 1 1 4  81 0 83 3 - 2  . a  33.  7 37.  5 
P I E R P O N T  2 5 8  3 2  6 362  -9.9  -28. 7 -20 . 9 
P I E R RE 1 0 0 8 8  571 5 4 32 2  3 2 . 2  1 3 3 .  4 7 6 . 5 
P LA N K I N T O N  644  754  694  8 . 6 -1. 2 - 1 4. 6 
PLA T T E  1 1 67 l 06 9 1 0 1 7  5 . 1  1 4 . 7 9 . 2 
P OL L OC K  4 1 7  39 5 52 7 - 2 5 . '.)  -20 . 9 5 . 6  
P R E 5 H O  8 8 1  7 1 2 5 6 8  2 5 .4 55 .  1 2 3. 7  
P R I NG L E  145  193  27 3 - 2 9 . 3  -46. 9 -24. 9 
PUK W A N A  2 47 30 2 2 5 8  1 7 . l  -4. 3 - 1 8 . 2 
QU I NN 1 6 2  21 4 1 8 9  1 3 . 2  - 1 4. 3 -24. 3 
R A M O N A  247  27 8 265  4 .9  -6. 8 - 1 1 .  2 
R A P  I D  C I T Y  42 3 9 9  2 5 3 1 0  1 3 844 8 2 . 8  206. 3 6 7 . 5  
RAV I "l  I A  1 64 200  1 5 5  2 9 . 0  5 .  8 - 1 8 . 0 
R AY M O N D  1 6 8  174  206  - 1 5 . 5  - 1 8. 4 -3 . 4 
R ED F I EL D  2 9 5 2  2 6 5  5 242 8  9 . 3  2 1 .  6 1 1 .  2 
R E E  H E I G H T S  1 8 8  25 4 25 8 -1 . 6  -21. 1 -26 . 0 
R E L i  fl N C E  20  l 21 5 2 1 9 - 1 . 8 -8. 2 -6. 5 
R EV I L LO 202  24 9 32 5 - 2 3 . ft -37 .  8 - 1 8. 9 
ROCKHAM  197  1 1 3  220  - 4 8 . 6  - 1 0 . 5 74. 3 
ROSCOE  5 3 2  72 6 60 8 1 9 . ft  - 1 2 .  5 -26 . 7 
R O SH O L T  4 2 3  3 8 7  3 6 2  6 . 9  1 6. 9 9. 3 
R O S L Y N  2 5 6  2 2  2 2 5 3  - 1 2  . 3  1 .  2 1 5 . 3 
R O S W E L L  39  69  9 6  -28 . l  -59. 4 -43 . 5 
S T  F R A NC I S  42 1 24 1 27 3 - 1 1 .  7 54. 2 74. 7 
S T  L A W R E NC E  290 26 1 297  - 1 2 . 1  -2. 4 1 1 .  l 
S A L E M  1 1 8 8  1 1 1 9 1 1 8 5  - 5 . 6  • 3 6 . 2 
S C O T L A N D  1 0 1 7  1 18 8  1 204  - 1 . 3  - 10 . 5 -9. 3  
S H B Y  9 7 9  70 6 599  1 7 .9 63. 4 3 8. 7 
S E N E C A  1 6 1  2 0 4  2 4 3  - 1 6 . 0  -33. 7 -2 1 . 1 
S H E R '1 AN 1 1 6  1 2  0 1 5 8  - 2 4 . 1  -26. 6 -3. 3 
S I NA I 166  1 8 1 1 8 2  - . 5  -8 . 8 -8 . 3  
S I OU X  F A L L S  65466 52696 40 83 2 2 9 .  l 60 . 3 24 . 2  
S I S S E TON  3 2 1 8  2 87 1  2 5 1 3 1 4 . 2  2 8 . l 1 2 .  1 
S OU T H  SHORE 259 269 296 -9 . 1  - 1 2 . 5 -3.  7 
S P E AR F I S H 3 6 82 2 75 5  2 1 3 9  2 8 . 8 72 .  l 3 3 . 6 
S PE NC E R  460 55 2 61 7 - 1 0 . 5  -25.  4 - 16 . 7 
S PR I NGF I E L D  1 1 9 4  80 l 66 7 20 . 1  79. 0 49. l 
S T I CK N E Y  4 5 6  3 8  8 36 1 7 . 5  26. 3 1 7 . 5 
S TOC K H n L M  1 5 5  1 1 4  1 1 4  0 36. 0 36. 0 
S T R A 'J D BU R G  105  144 1 7 7  - 1 8 .6  -40 . 7 -27. 1 
S T R AT F O R D  1 0 9  1 6 4  20 5 - 2 0 . '.)  -46. 8 - 3 3 . 5 
S T UR G I S  4639 3 47 1  3 00 8 1 5  . ft  54. 2 3 3 . 7 
S UM M I T 2 8 3  43 1 45 9 -6 . l  -38 .  3 -34. 3 
T AHOR 378 37 3 39 1  -4 .6 -3. 3 l .  3 
T E A  1 8 8  1 5 1 1 6 5  - 8 . 5  1 3 .  9 24. 5 
T I MB E R  L AK E  624 552  51 2 7 . 8  2 1 . 9 1 3 . 0 
T CL S T O Y  142  1 8 0  1 7 1  5 . 3  - 1 7. 0 -2 1 . 1 
T O R ON T O  268  32 2 362  - 1 1 . '.) -26. 0 - 1 6. 8 
T R E NT 2 3 2  21 3 240 - l l .3  -3 . 3 8 . 9 
T R I P P  8 3 7  9 1 3 91 3 a -8. 3 -8. 3 
T UL A R E  2 2 5  2 1 2 244 - 1 3 . 1  -7. 8 6 . 1 
T U R T O N  1 40 2(1 l 1 8 0  1 1 .  7 -22 . 2 -30.  3 
T W I N  B ROOKS 8 6  1 1 3  1 2 1  - 6 . 6  -2 8 .  9 -23 . 9 
T Y N D A L L  1 26 2  1 292  1 289  .2  -2.  1 -2 . 3  
UT I C A  7 0  8 4  9 5  - l l . 6  -26. 3 - 16 . 7 
V A L L E Y  S PR I NG S  472 389  396  - 1 . 8  1 9 .  2 2 1 . 3 
V �B L E N  4 3 7  47 6 486  -2 . 1  - 10. 1 -8 . 2  
V ER DON 2 8  3 4  6 5  -47 . 7  -56.  9 - 1 7 . 6  
V E R M I L L I ON 6 1 0 2  5 33 7 3 32 4  60 . 6  8 3 .  6 14.  3 
V I A O R G  699  644 6 5 9  -2 . 3  6 .  l 8 . 5 
V I E NN A  1 9 1  30 6 3 1 3 - 2 . 2  -39. 0 -37 . 6 
V I L AS 49 7 1  9 1  -22 . 0  -46. 2 -3 1 . 0  
V I RG I L 8 1  1 2 4  1 4 5  - 1 4 . 5  -44. 1 -34. 7 
iToiGA 780 57 8 632  - 8 . 5  23 . 4 34. 9 
VOL I N  1 7 1  1 9 7  2 9 2  - 3 2 . 5  -4 1 . 4 - 1 3. 2 
W AG N E R  1 58 6  1 52 8 1 31 9  1 5 . 8  2 0 .  2 3. 8 
W_A K O N D A  38 2 45 4 45 1 .1 - 1 5. 3 - 1 5 . 9 
W A L L 629 55 6 50 0 1 1 . 2 2 5 . 8 1 3 . 1 
� � L L A C E  1 3 2  1 8  8 1 9 3  - 2 . 6  -3 1 . 6  -29. 8 
W A R D  7 4  9 6  8 4  1 4 . 3  - 1 1 .  9 - 22 . 9  
WA S T A  1 9 6  1 4 4  1 5 3  -5 . 9  2 8 . 1 3 6 . l 
W A T E R T OW N  140 1 7  1 2 69 9  1 06 1 7 1 9 . 6  3 2 .  6 1 0 . 9 
W A U B A Y  8 5 1  87 9 8 8 2  - . 3  -3. 5 -3 . 2  
W EB S T E R  2409 2 50 3 2 1 7 3  1 5 . 2 1 0 .  9 -3 . 8  
W E N T W OR T H  2 1 1  270  303  - 1 0 .9 - 30 . 4 -2 1 . 9  
WE-S S I NGT ON 3 7 8  46 7 5 1 6  - 9 . 5  -26. 7 - 1 9 . 1 
W E S S I NG T ON S P R I NG S 1 4 8 8  1 45 3 1 35 2  7 .5 10 .  l 2 . 4  
W E T O N K A  46 1 1 5 1 0 9  5 . 5 -57. 8 -60 . 0  
WH I TE 41 7 52 5 5 5 9  - 6 . l  -25 . 4 -20 . 6  
W H I T E  L A K E  3 9 7  39 5 496 - 20 .4 -20.  0 . 5  
�t:t I T E  R I VE R  5 8 3  46 5 562 - 1 7 . 3  3 .  7 2 5 . 4 
WtU T E  R O C K  76 1 1 3  2 2 0  - 4 8 . 6  -65 . 5 - 3 2 � 7 
W H I T E WOOD 470 304 267 1 3 . 9  76. 0 54. 6 
W L LL O W  L A K E  467  48 4 42 7 1 3 . 3 9. 4 -3 . 5 
W I L M O T  545 590 62 8 -6 . l  - 1 3. 2 -7. 6 
j,j J N F R ED 1 37 17 1 24 5 - 30 . 2  -44. 1 - 1 9 . 9 
W I NNE R 3 70 5  325 2 242 6 3 4 . 0  52 .  7 1 3. 9 
.ILOL.S E Y  3 5 4  39 1 4 1 0  -4 .6  - 1 3 .  7 -9. 5 
W OOD 267 260 4 1 4  - 3 7 . 2  -35. 5 2 . 1 
.\oJ!lQN_SOCKO 1 0 35 1 05 1 1 0 5 0  . 1  - 1 .  4 - 1 . 5 
W O R T H I NG 304 27 2 29 1 -6 . 5  4 .  5 1 1 . 8  
YALE  1 1 1  1 6 4  1 5 6  5 . 1  9 . 6 4 . 3 
Y A NK T ON 9279  1 10 9 6 7 9 8  1 3 .4 3 6. 5 20 . 4 
T A BL E 2 .  R AN K  O F  I NC OR PO R A T E D  PL AC E S  I N  SOUTH DAKOTA 
.8.Y P E RC E N T  I NC R EAS E 19 50-6 0  I P LAC E S  NOT I NC OR PO R AT E D  I N  1 9 50 ARE NOT R ANK E D ) 
8..A.M{_ ..P.LACf P ERC E NI C.HAN.G E  R A N K  P L AC E  P ERCENT CHANG E  RANK  P L AC E  P ER CE NT CHANGE  
5 0- 60 5 0-60  5 0- 6 0  
l F OR T  P I E R R E  1 78 .  5 1 0 2  C L E AR L AK E  2 . 9 204 VOL I N  - 1 3 .  2 
2 P I E RR E  76 . 5 1 0 3  WOOD 2 . 7  20-5. B I G  S TONE  C I T Y  - 13 . 4  
3 S T  F R A NC I S  74 . 7 1 0 4  E R W I N  2 . 6  2 0 6  B A NC ROF T - 14 . 0  
4 ROCKHAM  74 . 3 1 0 5  ON I DA 2 . 6  2 0 1  A L E XA ND R I A  - 14 . 0  
5 N E W  U N D E R WOOD 72 . 4  1 0 6  H ER MO SA 2 . 4  208  L I L Y  - 14 . 4  
fl. BUFFALO  7 1 . 6  1 0 7  W E S S I NGTON S P R I NG S  2 . 4 .2i1_9_ H E NRY  - 14 . 6  
7 R A P I D  C I T Y 67 . 5 1 0 8  G L E NH A M  1 . 8 2 1 0  ASTOR I A - 14 .  6 
B M I S S I ON 57 . 5 _ H l9  L ETC H E R  1 . 7 2. L l  P LANK I NTON  - 14 . 6  
9 WH I T E WOOD 54 . 6 1 1 0 N E WE L L  l .  7 2 1 2  B OW D L E  - 14 . 6  
l_Q E DGE MONT 53  . o  1 1 1  T A BOR 1 .  3 .2 1-3 DRAPER  - 14 .  7 
1 1  S P R I NG F I EL D  49 . l 1 1 2 A L T AMONT  1 . 3  2 1 4 H I TCHC OC K - 1 5 . 0  
1 2 K ADOK A 43 . 8 1 1 3 C L ARK . 9  2..12 M ARV I r-.i  - 1 5 0 5 
1 3  I N T E R I O R  4 2  . 1  1 1 4 B R I TTON  . 8  2 1 6  G AR Y  - 1 5 . 6  
1 4  S E LBY 38 . 7 1 1 5  E LK PO I N T . 8  _ 2 U C E N TE R V I L L E  - 15 . 8  
1 5  MC L AUGHL I N  37 . 9 1 1 6 C OLUMB I A  . 7  2 1 8  W AKONDA  - 1 5 . 9  
1 6  P H  I L I P  37 . 5 1 1 7 WH I TE LAKE  . 5  2 1 9  F A  ! RF A X  - 1 5  . 9  
1 7  W A S TA 36 . l 1 1 8  C AS T L E W OOD . 4  2 2 0  "'EC K L I NG - 16 . 2  
1 8  BROOK I NGS  36 . 0  _ l_l 9 B I SON 0 In B R YANT  - 16 . 3  
1 9  S T OCK H OL M  3 6  . o  1 20 L AK E  P R E S TO N  - . 2  2 2 2  OLDHAM - 16 . 6  
20  C H A MA E R L A I N  3 5  . 9  1 2 1  P AR K E R  - . 5  2 2 3  U T I C A  - 16 .  7 
2 1  O ACOMA 3 5 . l 1 7. 2 K E r-.i NE B EC - . 5  2 24 S P ENCER  - 16 .  7 
2 2  VOLGA 34 . 9 1 2 3  CANTO N  - . 8  2 2 5  T ORONTO - 16 .  8 
2 3  B F L V I  n E R E  34 . 9 1 2 4 COL MAN - . 8  2 2 6  M E L L E T T E  - 16 . 8  
2 4  S TURG I S  33 . 7 1 2 5  HUMBO L DT - . 9  2 2 7  BR A DL E Y  - 16 . 8 
2 5  S P E AR F I SH 33 . 6 1 2 6  E UR E K A  - l . 3 2 2 8  F AR M E R  - 1 7 . 5 
26  E AG L E  BUT T E  3 2  . o  1 2 7  F A I TH -1 . 3 2 2 9  V E R DO N  - 1 7  . 6  
27  C H E L S E A  29 . 3 1 2 8  AGAR - 1 . 4  2 30 R AV I N I A  - 18 . o  
2 8  B L UNT 2 5 .  8 1 2 9 W OONS OC KE T  - l . 5 2 3 1  ASHTON  - 1 8 . 0  
2 9  FAULKTON  25  . 6  1 30 HOT  SPR I NGS  - 1 . 7 2 3 2  A L C E S T E R  - 1 8 . l 
30  GE  T TYS  BUR G 25 . 4  1 3 1 G ROTON - l . 9  2 3 3  P UKWA NA - 18 . 2  
3 1  WH I TE R I V E R  25  . 4  1 3 2  MOUNT V ERNON -2  . 1  2 3 4  M OUND C I T Y - 18 .  6 
3 2  DUPREE  25  . 1  1 33 BURKE  -2  . 2  2 3 5  HOS  MF R - 18 .  8 
3 3  T E A 2'4 . 5 1 3 4 N I S L A N D  -2 . 3 2 3 6  R E V I L L O  - 18 .  9 
34 S I OU X  F AL L S  24 . 2  1 3 5 T YN DA L L  - 2  . 3  2 3 7  DAV I S  - 19 . 0  
3 5  P R f SHO 23 . 7 1 36 M I S S I ON H I L L -2 . 4  2 3 8  W E S S  I NG TON  - 19 . 1  
3 6  VALL E Y  S P R I NGS  2 1 . 3 1 3 7  'lON RO E  -2 . 5  2 3 9  ANDOV E R  - 1 9  . 1  
3 7  H E R R E I D  2 1 . 2  1 3 8 C R E SBARD  -2 . 6 24CJ C AR T HAGE  - 1 9 . 7  
38  F R E E M AN 20 . 8 1 3 9 A R MOUR -2 . 8  2 4 1  G ARDE N C I T Y  - 1 9 . 9  
3 9  Y A NKTON  20  . 4  1 40 F UL TON -2 . 9  242 GOODW I N  - 19 . 9  
40 ,'1AR T I N 19 . 7 1 4 1  F L ANDREAU -2 . 9  243  W I N  F R E D  - 19 . 9  
4 1  S T I C K N E Y  1 7 .  5 1 42 HARROLD  -3 . 0  244 H A Z EL -20 . 5 
42 M I L B A NK 1 7 . 4  1 43 W AU AA Y  -3 . 2  245  WH I T E -20 . 6  
4 3  MOB R I DGE  17  .0  1 44 L E A O -3 . 3 246  P I E RPONT  - 20 . 9 
44 H AR TFORD  16 .  2 1 4 5  SH ER MAN  -3 . 3 2 4 7  SE NECA - 2 1 . l 
4 5  H I L L  C I TY 16 . l 1 46 HOWAR D -3 . 4  2 4 8  C L A I R E  C I T Y - 2 1 . 1 
46 B E L LE F OU R C HE 1 5 . 5 1 47 R A YMOND -3 . 4  249  TOL STOY -2 1  . 1  
47  RO SLYN  1 5 . 3  1 4 8  W I L L OW L A K E  -3 . 5  2 50 OE L R I CH S  - 2 1 . 4  
48 MO R R  I S T O'.olN 15 . 3 1 4 9 M E NNO -3 . 6  2 5 1  C ORON A - 2 1 . 5 
49 A URORA  14 .  9 1 5 ') GAYV I L L E  -3 . 7 2 5 2  W E N TWORTH  - 2 1 . 9  
5 0  VER  M l  L L ! lJN 14 . 3 1 5 1  SOUTH SHO R E  -3 . 7  2 5 3  W AR D  - 22 . 9  
5 1  HARR I S BURG  14 . 2 1 52 W EB S T E R  -3 . 8 2 5 4  AR T E S I AN -23  . 1  
5 2  G A R RE T SON  14 . l 1 5 3  MONT RO S E  -4 . 0  2 5 5  DOL TON - 2 3 .  1 
5 3  W I NNE R 13 . 9  1 54 B U S HNE L L  -4 . 2  2 5 6  N EW E FF I NGTON -23  . 1  
5 4  C O L  T O N  1 3 . 8 1 5 5  K I M B A L L  -4 . 2 2 5 7  L A B OL T  - 23 .  8 
5 5  C E NT RAL C I TV 1 3 . 3 1 56 F L O R E N C E  -4 . 4  2 5 8  TW I N  B ROOKS -23  . 9  
56  WALL  l 3 .  l 1 5 7 AL P E N A  -4 . 5 2 5 9  QU I NN -24 . 3  
5 7  T I MB E R  L AK E  1 3 . 0 1 5 8  I SABE L  -4 . 5 2 60 GEODES  - 24 .  3 
5 8  D E L L  RAP I DS  1 2 . 9 1 59 J E F F E R SOr<.l -4 . 9  2 6 1  PR I NG L E  - 24 . 9 
59  F R U I T D A L E 1 2 . 9  1 60 E S T EL L I NE -5 . 0  2 6 2  R EE H E I GH T S  -26 . 0  
60  C AR T ER 1 2 . 5 1 6 1 H U R L E Y  -5 . l 2 6 3  C AM P  C ROOK - 26 .  2 
6 1  O E  S M E T  1 2 . 2 1 62 C ONDE -5 . l  264 NEW W I T T E N  - 26 . 3  
6 2  S I S S E TON  1 2 . l 1 6) H E R R I C K  -5 . 3 265  L A K E  C ! T Y  -26 . 4  
63 PARKS TON 1 1 .  8- 1 64 E L K TO N  -5 . 5 266 ROSCO E -26 . 1 
64 WORTH I NG l l  . 8  1 6 5  P E E V E R  -5 . 9  2 6 7  G R E "N I L L E  -27  . 1  
6 5  R ED F I E L D  l l . 2 1 66 J AV A  -6 . 2  2 6 8  S T R AN D BUR G - 27 . 1  
6 6  S T  L A W R E N C E  l l  . 1  1 67 R E L I ANC E -6 . 5  2 69 DANTE  - 27 . 1  
67  L E NNOX l l . l 1 613 F RE D E R I C K  - 6  . 6  2 7 0  B R E NT F O R D  - 21 . 3 
68 HURON 10 . 9 1 6 9  I ROQUO I S  -6 . 8  2 7 1  C ANOVA - 27 . 4  
69 C HA NC E L L  OR 10 . 9  1 70 BON ES T E E L  -6 . 8  2 7 2  FR ANKFORT  - 27 . 5  
10 WATER TOWN  10 . 9 1 7 1  E THAN  -6 . 9  2 7 3  W AL LA C E  - 29 . 8  
7 1  AB ER D E E N  9 . 6 1 72 H I GHMO R E  -6 . 9  2 74 B R A NOT  - 29 . 9  
1 2  ROSHO L T  9 . 3  1 7 3 B R I DGE WAT E R  -1 . 2 2 75 TUR TO N  - 30 . 3 
7 3  P L A T T E  9 . 2  1 74 D E A DW OOD -7 . 4  276  NORTH V I L L E  - 30 .  5 
74 B AL T I C  9 . 0  1 7 5  W I LMOT  -7 . 6  2 1 1  V I LA S  - 31 . 0  
7 5  T R E N T  B . 9  1_76 L E BANON -7 . 9  _2, 7 8  L A N E  - 3 1 . 7  
7 6  M I L L E R 8 . 6  1 7 7 A VON -7 . 9  2 79 ARDMO R E  - 3 1 . B 
1 1  V I B OR G  8 . 5  1 7 8 V E B L E N  -8 . 2 2 80 WH I TE ROC K - 32 .  7 
7 8  L E O L A  7 .  9 1 79 S I NA I  -8 . 3  2 8 1  OL I VE T  - 33 .  2 
79  G R E GORY  7 .  5 1 80 T R I PP -8 . 3 2 8 2  S TR A TFORD - 33 .  5 
AO AKASKA  7 .  l 1 8 1  E D E N  -8 . 7 2 8 3  SUM'1 1 T  - 34 .  3 
8 1  I P SW I CH 6 . 9  1_8 2  C AN I S TO T A  -8 . 7  _2_ 84 V I RG I L  - 34 . 7 
8 2  I RE r<.l E  6 . 7  1 8 3  HUDSON -9  .o  2 8 5  F A I R V I EW -34 . 8 
8 3  B E R E SF O RD 6 . 4  1 84 C A VOUR  -9  . 1  2 86 B A DG E R  - 3 5  . o  
84  M A R I O N  6 . 2  1 8 5  ARL I NGTON -9 . l  2 87 H I L L SV I EW -35 . 3 
8 5  S A L EM 6 . 2  1 86 SC OTL AND  -9  . 3  2 8 8  O R I EN T  - 3 5 . 4  
86 T U L AR E 6 . l  1 8 7 WOL SE Y -9 . 5 289  L OW RY - 37 .  l 
8 7  MURDO 6 . 0  ]._!! 8 '1C l NTOSH -9 . 6  2_90 V I E r<.lNA - 37 . 6  
8 8  POLLOCK  5 . 6 1 89 L E ST E R V I L L E  -9 . 9  2 9 1  L ONG L A K E  - 3 7 . 7 
89 MAD I S ON  5 . 2  1 90 DOLAND  - 10 . 1  2 92 L OYAL T Or-.i - 40 . 4  
90 C LA R E MONT 4 . 7  1 n  D E L MONT  - 10 . 4  293  L AK E  AN D E S  - 40 . 7 
9 1  E ME RY 4 . 6  1 92 E G AN - 10 . 1  2 94 F A I R BU R N  - 41 . 3 
92 L A K E  NORD E N  4 . 6  1 93 BRUCE  - 10 . 8  2 9 5  1-lA P L E S  -41 . 9  
9 3  C US T E R  4 . 4  1 _9� R A MONA - 1 1 . 2 _2_96 B U T L E R  - 4 3  . 1  
94 B UF F AL O  GAP 4 . 3 1 9 5  H ECLA - l l . 2 297  ROSWELL  - 43 . 5 
9 5  Y A L E  4 . 3  _1_96 COLOME  - 1 1 . 8  _?_9 8  A L B E E  -44 . 0  
96 NUNO A 3 . 9  1 9 7 O R T L E Y  - l l . 8 299  ONAKA  - 46 . 2 
9 7  WAGNER  3 . 8  1 9 8  L E MMON - 12 .  6 300  N EWARK  - 51 . 3 
2._8 M I DL A N D  3 . 6 1 99 LA NGF ORD  - 12 . 9  3 0  l BRO AOL A NO - 55 . 4  
99 M I T C H E L L  3 . 6 2 0 0  H E T L AN D  - 13 . 0  _JQ..2_ �� TONKA -60 . o  
1 00 HA YT I 2 . 9  2-0-i COR S I C A  - 13 . l 3 0 3  E SMOND -61 . 2 
1 0 1 HOV EN  2 . 9  202  D A L LA S - 13 . 1  3 C 4  COTTONWOOD - 62 .  7 
2 0 3  BR  I STOL -13 . 1  
T AB L E  3 ,  I NCORP ORAT ED  P L AC ES I N  S OUTH DAK OT A  
COUNTY A N D  P L AC E  
AURORA  
P OPULAT I ON POPULA T I ON 
196 0 1 9 50 
CHA NGE 
50- 60 
__ _  COUNTY  _________ ______ ___________ 4 749 ____________ 50 20 __________ - 5 . 4 
PLANK I NTON 644 754 - 1 4 . 6  
______ _s_IL CMH _______ _ __ _____ _____ 456 _____________ 3 88 __________ l 7 .  5 
WH I T E  LAK E 397 3 95 . 5 
BEADLE 
C OUNTY 2 16 8 2  2 1 0 82 2 . 8  
______ 6flQA Dl AND __________ ______ _____ 3L _____________ 74 ________ -5 5 .  4 _ 
C AVOUR 140 1 54 - 9 . 1 
______ H I T CHCOCK____ 1 9 3  2 27 -1 5 . 0  
HURON 1 4 1 80 . 1 2 788 1 0 . 9  
V I RG I L  8 1  1 24 -3 4 . 7  
W E S S I NGTON 3 78 467 -1 9 . l 
WOLSEY  3 54 391  -9 .  5 
YAL E 1 7 1  1 64 4. 3 
BENNETT  
C OUNTY 30 53 3 3 96 � i o :1-
MART I N  1 1 84 989 1 9 . 7  
B ON HOM M E  
___ C OUNTY _____________________ ______ 92 2 9 ___________ 9440 _________ - 2 . 2 
AVON 637  6 92 - 7 . 9  
S COTLAND 1077  1 1 88 -9 . 3  
S PR I NGF I E L D  1 1 94 80 1 49 . 1 
TABOR  378  3 73 1 . 3  
TYNDALL  1 2 6 2  1 2 92 -2 . 3  
8J�QOK l NG S ________________ - --- --- ----- -------------------------------------COUNTY 20046 1 7 8 5 1 1 2 . 3  
______ AURQM_______________ _ _ ______ 23_2 _____________ 2Q2 __________ l 4 ._ 9 
B ROOK I NGS 10 5 5 8 7764 3 6 . 0  
BRUC E 272  305  - 1 0 . 8  
BUSHNELL 9 2 96 - 4 . 2 
______ HK T ON ______________ __ __ _______ 6 2 l_ ____________ 6 5 7 __________ - 5 . 5_ 
S I NA I  16 6 1 81 - 8 . 3  
______ V OLG A _____ _____________ _ _____ __ 1 8  J _____________ 5 78 __________ 3 4 .  9_ 
W H I T E  4 1 7  5 2 5 -2 0 . 6  
C OUNTY 3 4 1 0 6 3 26 1 7  4 . 6  
A B E R D E EN 2 3073 2 1 0 51 9 . 6 
C L A R E MON T  2 47 2 36 4 . 7 
______ C OLU MR I A  ______________________ 2 72 _____________ 2 10 _____________ • 1 _ 
F R E D E R I C K  3 8 1  408 - 6 . 6  
G ROTON 1063 1 0 84 - 1 . 9  
H E C L A  444 5 00 - 1 1 . 2 
S T RA T F OR D  109  1 64 -3 3 . 5  
V E RDON 28 34 -1 7 . 6  
BRULE 
COUNTY - 63 1 9  60 76 4 . 0  
CHAMB E RL A I N  2 598 1 9 1 2  3 5 . 9  
K I M B A L L  9 1 2  952 - 4 . 2 
PUKWANA 2 47 3 02 - 1 8 . 2 
BUFFALO  ________ _ ___ _____ _ __ _ __ --------------------------_____ _ 
C OUNTY 1 547 1 6 1 5  -4 . 2 
_BU_ IT_E_______ _ _ _ _ - -- -- - ------------------------------
C OUNTY 8 59 2 8 16 1  5 . 3  
BELLE FO_I.J RCHE  �QJH 3 540 1 5 . 5  
F R U I T DALE  79  70  1 2 . 9  
______ NEWELL 797 _ _ ___________ 16!t. ____________ l _. 7 _ 
N I S L AND 2 1 1  2 1 6  - 2 . 3  
.CA MPB E LL _ ____________ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _____ ____ ____ _______ _ 
C OUNTY 3 5 3 1  4046 - 1 2 . 7  
A R T A S  _87 0 0 
HERR E I D  767 633  2 1 . 2 
______ MOUND C I T Y ______________ __ ____ 1 44 _____________ l 17 ________ - 1 8 .  l>_ 
POL L OC K  4 1 7  3 95 5 . 6 
C HARLES _ M I X  ---------------------
-
--- _______________ _______________________ _ 
C OUNTY 1 1 785  1 5 55 8 -2 4. 3 
DANT E  10 2 1 40 -2 7 . 1 
GEDDES  3 80 502  -2 4 . 3  
______ LAKE_ A NOES  __________________ 1 0  97 _ ___________ 1 8 5 1 _________ -40 • 1 
PLATTE  1 1 67 1 069 9 . 2  
______ RAV I N I A  _________________________ 1 64 _____________  2 00 ________ - 1 8 .  0 _ 
WAGNE R 1 5 86 1 5 2 8 3 . 8  
C LARK 
COUNTY 7 1 34 83 69 - 1 4. 8 
BRADL EY 1 88 2 26 - 1 6 . 8  
CLARK  1 484 1 47 1  -
-
-: 9-
______ GARO .EN_ CJ TY  _____________ _ ____ 2 2 6  _____________ 2 J�2 _________ :-_l9_ . 9_ 
N A PL E S  36 62 -41 . 9  
R AYMOND 1 68 1 74 - 3 � 4  
V I E NNA 1 9 1  306  -3 7 . 6 




--- C OUNTY ___________________________ 1 0 8 1 0  __________ l 0993 __________ - 1 • 1 _ 
M EC K L I NG 93 1 1 1  - 1 6 .  2 
YER Mil I ION 6102 5337 14.  3 
W AKONDA 38 2 4 54 - 1 5 . 9  
COD I NGTON 
COUNTY  2 0 2 20 1 8944 6 . 7  
F L ORENC E 2 1 6  2 26 - 4 . 4  
HE NRY 2 76 3 2 3  - 1 4:6 
K RANZ BURG 1 56 0 0 
S OUTH SHORE  2 59 2 69 - 3 .  7 
WALLAC E 1 32 1 88 -2 9. 8 
WATE RTOW N  1 4077 1 2 6 99 1 0 . 9  
CORSON 
C OUNTY 
MC I NTO SH  
MC LAUGHL I N  
M OR R I S T OW N  
CUSTER  
-
5798 6 1 6 8  - 6 . 0  
568 6 2 8 - 9 . 6  
9 8 3  7 1 3  3 7. 9  
-- ---------
2 1 9  _____________ l 90 __________ 1 5 .  3 _ 
C OUNTY 490 6 5 5 17 - 1 1 .  l 
BUF F A L O  GAP  1 94 1 86 4 . 3  
C OUNTY ANO P L AC E  
- - --- - --- - - ·- - - - - - -- - - -
P OPULA T I ON POPULA T I ON CHANGE 
1 960 1 9 50 50-60 
C US T E R  2 10 5 2 0 1 7  4 . 4  
_ _____ F A I R BURN ___________________ _ 4 7 _ _ _ ____ ___ 80 _________ -4 1 .  3 
H E R MOSA  1 2 6 1 23 2 . 4  
______ _l>_UNGLE_ _ _  1 4� -- __ ________ 193 ________ -2 4 . 9  _ 
DAV I SON 
COUN TY H,6 8 1  1 6 5 2 2  1 . 0  
E THAN 297 3 1 9  -6 . 9  
_____ M I TCHELL ________ ___ __ 1 2 55 5  __ ______ 1 2 1 2 3 ____ �- ---- 3 . 6  _ MOU"lT VE RNON 379 3 87 - 2 . l 
DAY  ___ ____________________ _ 
C OUNTY 1 0 5 1 6 1 2 2 94 - 1 4 . 5  
ANDO V E R  _2_24 _ __ _ _  27_7 _ ___ -_1_9_._1_ 
BR I S T OL 5 6 2  647 - 1 3 . 1 
BUTL E R  6 2 1 09 -43 . 1  
GRENV I LL E  
--
1 5 ( 2 07 -2 7 . 1 
L I  LY 1 1 9 1 39 - 1 4 . 4  
P I E R PONT . . .  2 5 8
_ _
_ 326- -2 0 . 9  
ROSLYN  �2�5 6� - - - �2=2=2- 1 5 . 3  
W AU B AY 8 5 1  879 - 3 . 2 
W E B S T E R  2 4 0 9  
-
-------- 2 5 03  _______ ___ - 3 . 8  
DEUEL  - --· -
C OUNTY 678 2 76 89 -1 1 . 0  
ALTA MONT . - 7 7  76 
AS TOR I A  1 76 2 06 
BRAN OT 1 48 2 1 1  







4 7 1  5 58 
- f . 3  
- 1 4 . 6  
-2 9 . 9  
2 . 9  
- 1 5 . 6 
--- ---�QODW I_ � -- - _ ___ 1 1 3 _ _ l_ �l  _ -- _ -_1 9_. 9_ 
T ORONT O 2 6 8 3 2 2  - 1 6 . 8 
DEWEY  
C OUNT Y 52 57 49 16 6 . 9 
EAGL E BUT T E  49 5 3 75 3 2 . 0  
I S A B E L  48-8 5 1 1  - - 4 . 5 
T I MB ER L_A_K_ L ____ _ _ _ 6 24 ___ ____ _ ____ 5 5 2 _______ _ _ 1 3 . 0  _ _  
DOUGL AS 
C OUNTY 5 1 1 3 56 36 
ARMOUR 
CORS I C A 
D E L M ONT  
875  
479 
3 6 3 
900 
5 5 1  
4 05 
- 2 . 8  
-1 3 . 1  
- 1 0 . 4 
E D MUND S  
COUNTY 60 79 7f 75
- -- -- -- --:.:-1 6-: 4-
B OWDLE  673  788 - 1 4 . 6  
H OS M E R  4 3 3  5 33 - 1 8 . 8 
I PS W I C H  1 1 3 1  1 0 5 8 6 . 9 -
- -












ROSCOE _ _____ __ _ ___ _ _ �3_2_ ___________ _726 __ _______ -2 6 . 7 _ 
F A LL  R I V E R  
C OUNTY 10 6 88  1 04 39 2 . 4  
A R DMORE  
EDGE MONT 
HOT S P R I NGS 
QELR I CHS 
7 3  1 07 -3 1 . 8  
1 7 7 2 1 1 58 5 3 . 0  
4943 5030 - 1 . 7  
1 3 2 1 68 -2 1 . 4  
F AULK -




- 7 . 5 
J �. 3-- 2 . 6 
2 5 . 6 
______ CHEL S E A  53 
2 29 
1 0 5 1 
C R E S BARD  
F AUL KTON 
ONAK A  
___ ____ O R  I E  NT 
R OCKHAM 




161  _ _ _ _  _ 
1 58 
__ 2 0(? 
1 1 3 
- _ _ _ _  2 Q4: 
-4 6 . 2 
-
-
__ -:-3 '? �_4 
7 4 . 3  
- :-?_! _. _l _ 
G RANT -- - -
COUNT Y 99 1 3  1 0 2 3 3  - 3 . 1  
A L B E E  42 75 
B I G  S T ON E  C I TY  7 1 8  8 29 
LABOLT  - - 1 2 5 1 64 -
-
MARV I N  93 1 1 0 
M I L B ANK 
-- 350- 0 - - - - - 298I 
R E V I L L O  202  2 49 
S TOC KHOL M 1 5 5 1 14 
S T R AN D BURG  105  1 44 
-44 . 0  
-1 3 . 4  
-2 3 . 8  
- 1 5 . 5 
- - -
---
T W I N B ROOKS . 86 1 1 3 
l t: 4 
- 1 8 . 9  
3 6 . 0  
-2 7 . 1 
..: 2 3 . 9  
GREGORY 
C OUNTY 
B ON E S T E E L  
7 399 85 56 -1 3 . 5 
45 2 48 5 - 6 . 8  
BURKE  
DAL L A S  
F A I R FAX  
G R E_GDRY 
HERR I CK 
8 1 1  8 29 - 2 . 2 
2 1 2  244 -1 3 . l  
2 53 3 0 1  - 1 5 . 9 
1 478 __ ______ ____ 1 3 75 --
-
______ _ 7 . 5_ 
1 60 1 69 - 5 . 3  
HAAKON 
C OUNT Y 
M I DL AND 
PH I L I P  
HAML I N  
3303  3 1 67 4. 3 
40 1 3 87 3 .  6 
1 1 1 4 8 1 0  - 3 7 . 5 
C OUNTY - - 63 0 3  70 5 8 - -10 . 7 
HANO 
B RY ANT 5 2 2  6 24 - 1 6 . 3  
C A S T  LEWOOO 5 00 498 • 4 
E S TE L L I NE 72 2 760 - 5 . 0  
HAYT I 42 5 -- 4 1 3  2 : 9
--
HA Z E L  1 2 8  1 61 -2 0 . 5  
LAKE  NORD E N  390 . 373  4 . 6 
C OUNTY 6 7 1 2 7 1 49 - 6 . l 
M I L L E R  20 8 1  1 9 16 8 . 6  
-
----R-EE  H E  I G H T T 
________ __ _  
1 8 8
_______ 
2 54 -2 6 . 0  
S T  L AW R E N C E  _ _ _ 290 _____________ 2 61__ _ ___ __ l_l_. L 




A L E X ANDR I A  
E M E R Y  - ---
FARME R
------------- ---
45 84 4896 - 6 . 4  
6 1 4  7 1 4  -1 4 . 0  
50 2 4 80 4 . 6  






1 1 4 
--------
- 1  7 .  5 
-
T A B L E  3 ,  CONT I NUED SOUTH  DAKOTA 
- -- ---- ---·-
-------------- - ---
-C OUNT Y A NO P L AC E  POPULA T I ON POPULA T I ON CHANGE 
- - - - ---· 
1 960 1 9 50 50-60 
F UL T ON 1 3 5  1 39 - 2 . 9  
HA RO I N G  ______________ _ ______ -- -- - --- --- ----------- ------- -------------------COUNTY 2 3 7 1  2 2 89 3 . 6  
81,!fF AL O  _ _ __ 652  3 80 7 1 . 6  
C A MP C ROOK 90 
-
1 22 -2 6 . 2  
HUGHE S 
C OUNTY 1 2725 8 1 1 1 5 6 . 9  
_BLUNT- -------------- _ .  _______ _ 53 2 ------------ 42 3  __________ 2 5. 8 _ 
H A RROLD 255 263 - 3 . 0  
P I  E R  R E  _____ 1 00 8 8  ______ . ____ 5 7 1 5  __________ 7 6 . 5  _ 





F R E E MA N 1 1 40 944 2 0 . 8  
HY DE  
MENNO 8 3 7 868 - 3 . 6  
OL I V ET 1 3 5  202 -3 3 . 2  
PARKS TON 1 5 1 4 1 3 54 1 1 . 8  
T R I P P  -
- --- - -- -
--
- 837  
-
9 1 3  - 8 . 3  
-
- -
C OLJNTY 260 2 2 8 1 1  - 7 . 4 
_ ___ __ H I GH MORE -------- -
-
__ ___ ___ _ l O 78 _____________ 1 1 58 --------- - 6 .  9 . 
J ACK SON 
COUNTY 
BEL  v I OE.RE . - ---
C OT T ONWOOO 
I NT E R I OR 
KADOK A 
J E R AULD 
COUNTY 
AL PE N A 
LANE  
W E S S I NGTON �PR I N GS 
_ JO_Nl; S  _ _ _ ___ __ _ 
C OUNTY 
ORA P E R  
MU RD O 
..!liJ'iG. B RY 
- COUNTY 
L AK E  
ARL I NGTON 





B A NC ROFT 
D E  S M ET- - - - - - - - - - ---
E RW I N  
E SMOND 
HETL AND 
I ROQUO I S  
LAKE  PRE S T ON 
OLDHA M 
1 985  1 768 1 2 . 3  
2 3 2  1 72 3 4 . 9  
3 8  1 02 -6 2 . 7 
179 1 26 4 2 . l 
840 ___ ______ _ ___ 5 84 --------- 4 3 .  8 _ 
40 41L . .  _ ______ 't4 16 ______ __ - 9.._ f> 
40 7 426 - 4 . 5 
99 1 45 -3 1 . 7  
1 488  1 4 53 2 . 4  
2066 2 2 8 1  - 9 . 4 
2 1 5  2 52 - 1 4 . 7 
783  739  6 . 0  
922 7 9962 - 7 . 4 
996 1 0 96 - 9 . l 
1 1 7 1 80 -3 5 . 0  
86 100 - 1 4 . 0  
1 3 24 1 1 80 1 2 . 2  
1 5 7 1 53 2 . 6  
19  49 -6 1 . 2  
10 7 1 2 3  -1 3 . 0  
385  4 1 3  - 6 . 8  
955 957 - . 2  
29 1 3 49 -1 6 . 6  
-
C OUNTY 1 1 764 1 1 792 - . 2  
M A D I SON 5420 5 1 53 5 . 2  
NUND A 106 · - -
------ -- 1 02 
-
3 . 9 · 
R AMONA 247 2 78 - 1 1 . 2  
_____ WE NTWORTH _ __ __ __ ___________ 2 1 1  2 70 -2 1 .  9 
W I NF RE D  1 37 - 1 7 1 - 1 9 . 9  
L AW RE�CE 
COUNTY 1 7075  1 6648 2 . 6  
�____cE NT R_�A=L�C�J�T�Y������2�4�7�����2=1 =8����1�3�·�3� 
DEADW OOD 3045 32 88  - 7 . 4  
_l E.AO___ ______________ ______ 62 l l  ____________ 642.2. _________ _ - 3 .  l_ 
S P E A R F I S H  3682 2 7 55 3 3 . 6  
W H I T E WOOD _ _  ----
-
---- _ 470 ____ _ _ _____ _ _  3 04 __________ 5 4 . 6_ 
L I NC OL N 
C OUNTY 1 23 7 1  1 2 767 -3. l 
C A NTON 25 1 1  2 53 0  - ,.8 
F A I R V I EW ______________________ l_O l ____ ___ _____ _ _  1 55 _________ - 3  4. 8 _ 
HAR R I S BURG 3 1 3  2 74 1 4 . 2  
Hl)D SOl'<j _ _ _  455  5 00 - 9 . 0  
LE NNOX 1 3 53 1 2 18 l l . l 
TEA 188 1 51 2 4 . 5  
WORTH I NG 30 4 2 72 1 1 . 8  
l V MA N _ . __ _ -------------- - --------
__ --- ----------------------- ------------- --C OUNTY 4428 45 72 - 3 .  l 
K EN N E B EC _ ____ _ _ __ 3 72 3 74 - . 5  
O ACOMA 3 1 2  2 3 1  3 5 . 1 
PRE SHO 8 8 1  7 12  2 3 . 7 
R E L I ANCE  201  2 1 5  - 6 . 5  
}'ICC OOIS _ . - - ---- --- --- ------------------------------ ---- -
C OUNTY 8268  8 8 28 -6. 3 
. __ . .  6. R J_Q!,;E \olA LEI L 694 ___________ _ _ 748 ______ __ - 7 . 2 . 
C AN I STOT A 62 7 6 87 - 8 .  7 
MONT ROSE 430 4 48 - 4 . 0  
S A L E M  1 1 8 8  1 1 1 9 6 . 2  
____ ___ S PE N C E R  ______ _____ ____ ________ 460 _____________ 552  _________ - 1  £1 .  7 _ 
MCPHE RSON  
c:; ouN n ____ _ _ _ ______ __ _ ______ _ _ _  582 l ____ _______ 10 1 1  _________ - 1 1 . 1_ 
EUR E K A 1 5 55  1 5 76 - 1 . 3  
HILLSVIEW 44 68 -35.3 
L E OL A 8 3 3  772 7 . 9  
LONG L AK E  1 0 9  1 75 -3 7 . 7 
WET ONK A - 46 1 1 5 -6 0. 0 
_MARSH A L L  __ ____________________________________ ----------------___ ----------. 
C OUNTY 6663 7 835  -1 5.  0 
BR I T TON 1442 1 430 . 8  
E D E N  1 3 6 1 49 - 8 .  7 
LAKE  C I T Y  8 1  1 10 - 2 6 . 4  
L ANGFORD 3 97 456 -1 2 . 9  











����� 1 2044 1 1 5 16 4 . 6  
F A I TH 591  599 - 1 . 3  









34 71 3 3 .  i
. 
COUNTY A ND P L AC E  
MEL L E T T E  
P OPULAT I ON POPULAT I ON 
1960 1 9 50 
C HA NGE 
50-60 
___ kOUNT Y  __________________________ 2664 ___________ 3046 _________ - 1 2 .  5 _ 
WH I T E  R I V E R  583  465 2 5 . 4  
______ .w.ono ___________________________ 2ti.1. _____________ .260 ___________ z..1 . 
M H l E R  
COUNTY 5398 6268 -13,9 
C ANOV A 2 4 7  3 40 -2 7 . 4  
_ _____ CA8J_l:!AGL ____________________ 3_68 ______________ 't5_8. _________ --:l.9,_1._ 
HOWA R D  1 208  1 2 51 - 3 . 4  
ROSWELL  39  69 -43 . 5  
V I L A S 49 7 1  -3 1-.-0
-
M I NNEH AH A  
C OUNTY 865 75 709 1 0  2 2 . l  
B AL T I C  2 7 8 2 55 9 . 0  
C OLTON 593  521  1 3. 8  
______ D E L L_ RAP  I O S  _______________ 1 863  ____________ 1 650 __________ 1 2 .  9 _ 
GAR R E TSON 8 50 7 45 1 4. l  
H ART FORD 688 592 16 .2 
HUMBOLDT 4 46 450 - . 9  
______ SHERMAN _______________________ l l 6 _____________ 1 20 --------- - 3 .  3 . 
S I OU X F AL L S  6 5466 5 26 96 2 4 . 2  
_ _____ V A LL EV_ S PR I NG S ------------ 4 7 2  _____________ 389 --------- 2 1 .  3 _ 
MOODY 
COUN TY 8810 . 9 2 52 - 4 . 8  
C OLM A N 50 5 509 - . 8  
______ fG AN ___________________________ 3 lJ> _____________ 3 4  7 -------- -1 0 .  1 . F L AN D R E AU 2 1 29 2 1 93 - 2 . 9  
______ T l!f.NJ ______________ ___________ 2 3.2. _____________ 2..lL __________ .8 ._9 
W A RD 74 96 -2 2 . 9  
P ENN I NGT ON 
COUNT Y 5 8 1 9 5  34053 70. 9 
_ _____ H I  L L_ C I TV ------------------- 41 9 _____________ 3 61 __________ 1 6  . 1  
NEW  UNDE RWOOD 462 268  7 2 . 4  
QU I NN 1 6 2  2 14 -24. 3 
R AP I D  C I T Y  42 3 99 2 5 3 10 6 7 . 5  
WAI I 629 556 13,l 
W A S T A 1 96 l� 3 6 . l 
PE RK I NS 
C OUNTY 5977 6776 - 1 1 . 8  � 
B I SON 457 4 57 0 
L E MMON 2 4 1 2  2 760 - 1 2 . 6 �  
POT T E R  
COUNTY 4926 4688 5 . 1 
G E T T Y S BURG 1 950 1 5 55 2 5 . 4  
HOV E N  5 6 8  �52 2 . 9 
______ L E  B A NON ----------
-
----------- 198  _____________ 2 1 5  __________ - 7 . 9 . 
T OL S T OY 1 4 2 1 80 -2 1 . l  
ROB E R T S  
COUN T Y  1 3 190 1 4929 - 1 1 . 6  
CL A I RE C I T Y  st, 1 09 -2 1 . 1  
--- - - - CORONA '1 50 1 91 -2 1 . 5  
NEW  E F F I NGTON 2 8 0  367 -2 3 . 7  
ORTL E Y  1 2 7 1 44 - 1 1 . 8  
PE EV E R  208 2 2 1  - 5 .  9 
______ RO.SJ:HlLL _____________________ 42l _____________ J8.L __________ 9 • J .  
S I S S E TON 3 2 1 8  2 8 7 1 1 2 . 1  
SUMMIT 2 8 3  431 -34. 3 
WH I T E  ROCK 76 1 13 -3 2 . 7 
_____ IU.LM.OI. _______________________ 545 _____________ 5 9j)_ __________ - 7 _. (L 
S A NBORN 
___  C _O!,.l_l'<!L'( ___________________________ 464 1 ___________ 5 1 42 __________ - 9  ._ 7  _ _  
AR T E S I AN 330  429  -2 3 . 1  
L E TCHER 296 291  1 . 7 
WOON SOCKE T 1 0 3 5  1 0 5 1  - 1 . 5  
SH AN NON ________________________________ -----------------------------------, 
COUNTY 6000 5669 5 . 8  
S P I NK _____________________________________________________________________ _ 
C OUNTY 1 1 706 1 2204 - 4 . 1 
A SHTON 1 82 2 2 2  - 1 8 . 0  
B RE N T FO R D  9 6  1 32 -2 7 . 3  
CON D E  3 8 8  409 - 5 . l - -
DOLAN D  48 1  535  - 1 0. 1 
-
F RANKFOR T  2 40 3 3 1  -2 7 . 5  
-
-
-- M E L L E T T E  2 0 8  2 50 - 1 6 . 8  
NORTHV I L L E  1 53 2 20 - 30 . 5  
R EDF I ELD  2952  2655  1 1 . 2  
______ TULA R E  _____________ ______ ------�?� _____________ ?_l? ____________ §_�L 
TUR TON 1 40 2 0 1  -30 . 3  
.S. T AN.LE Y  --- ------------
-
-------------- --------------------------------------
COUNTY 40 85 2055  9 8 . 8 
F ORT P I E R R E  2 649 951  1 7 8. 5 
S UL L Y  




1 39 1 41 - 1 . 4 
______ ON I D A ------------------------ 84 3 _____________ 822 ____________ 2 • 6 __ 
T ODD 
COllNIY 4661 4758 -2.0 
M I S S I ON 6 1 1  3 88 5 7 . 5  
------ -�L J:�- ��c 
I s _________________ 42 1 _____________ 2 41 __________ 7 4 .  1 _ 
T R I P P  
-
-- c OUN TY  ----------------- -________ _!l_ ?'.�J _____________ �J_:�1L _________ -:�'!..L 
C AR T E R  1 8  1 6  1 2 . 5  
C OLOME  398  45 1  - 1 1 . 8  
N E W  W I T T E N  1 46 1 98 -2 6. 3 
W I NN E R  3705  3 2 52 1 3 . 9  
TURNE R  
-
-··- C OUNTY _________________________ l U ?.'L ________ l_�l _Q_Q ___________ -:J_&_ 
C ENTE RV I L L E  88 7 1 0 53 - 1 5 . 8  
CH ANCELLOR  2 1 4 1 93 1 0 . 9  
DAV I S  1 24 1 53 - 1 9 . 0  
DOL T ON 7 1  93 -2 3 . 7  ------ -HUR L  EV
__________ 
450 4 74 -5�r-
T A B L E  3 ,  CONT I NU E D  SOUTH  DAKOTA 
C OUNTY ANO P L AC E  
I R E N E  
_ _ __ _ _  MAR J O N  __ 
MONROE 
PARK E R  
V I BORG 
UN I ON _ __ 
COUN TY 
A LC E S T E R  
B ER E SFORD  
E LK _PO { N_t 
J EF F E R SON 
NORTH S I OU X  C I TY 
WALWORTH  
COUNT Y  
AKASKA  
�LENHAM 
J A V A  
_LO_w_RY  __ _ _  _
MOB R I D GE 
S E LB Y  
WASHA BAUGH 
C OUNTY 
Y A NKT ON 
COUNTY 
. G AYV I L L E  
L E ST E R V I L L E  
M I S S I ON H I LL 
UT I C A  
VOL I N  
__ Y_A NKTON - -----­
Z I EBACH  
COUNTY 
DUPR E E  
POPULAT I ON 
___ l 9Q. Q_ 
399 
_8 4 3  
1 5 6  
1 1 42 
699 
POPUL A T I ON C HA NG E  
1 9 50 50 -60 
3 74 6 . 7  
7 94 6 . 2  
1 60 - 2 . 5  
1 1 48 _ -- :-_. 5 
6 44 8. 5 
1 0 1 9 7  1 0 7 92 - 5 . 5  
479 _5 85 � 1 _8 � l _ 
1 794 1 6 86 6 . 4  
1 3 78__ 1_3 67 . 8  






7 3 6  ______ 0 ______ 0_ 
8097 7_648 5 . 9  
90 84 7�1 -
1 7 1  1 68 1 . 8  
40 6 4 3 3  - 6 . 2  
44 70 -3 7 . l 
4 3 9 1  3 7 53 1 7 . 0 -
979  _ _ _ _ ___ ____ _ !_06 _ � 8-� 7 
1 0 4 2  - - ! 5 � 1 - 3 2 . 8  
1 7 5 5 1  1 68 0 4  4 . 4  
2 6 1  2 7 1  - 3 .  7 
1 73 1 9 2  - 9 . 9  - -
1 6 5  1 69 - 2 . 4  
70 84 - 1 6 . 7  
1 7 1  l 97 -1 3 . 2  
9 2 7 9  7 7 0 9  2 0 . 4  
2_495 _ --------- 2606 _ _ ________ - 4 .  3 
548 438 2 5 . l 
